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Current Topics. 
The New Judges of the Kings Bench Division. 
Tu 
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MOTION in Parliament for the appointment of two new 
Bench Division has been followed very 
Mr. Riesy Swirt, K.C., and 
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what lacking. Sut he remained there only a short time. In 
1901 he succeeded Lord Justice Ricpy in the Court of Appeal, 
and in 1907 became Master of the Rolls, a position which he 
held till ill-health caused his retirement in 1918. As Presi- 
dent of one branch of this Court, he shewed high judicial quali- 
ties. Patient and courteous, the work of the Court under his 
guidance proceeded quickly and smoothly, and he delivered many 
judgments which attested his knowledge of law and capacity 
for luminous exposition. Onesuch was his well-known judgment 
in Reid v. Bickerstaff (1909, 2 Ch. 305) on the effect of build- 
ing schemes on restrictive covenants; and in the unfamiliar 
sphere of workmen’s compensation he made important con- 
tributions to settling the law. His career was one which 
specially appealed to the equity lawyer, and he won the esteem 
and admiration of the Bar and solicitors, a feeling which, to 
those who knew him more intimately, turned to warm affection. 


The Matrimonial Causes Bill. 
Tae Matrimonial Clauses Bill has been read a third time 





there is no power to modify it so as at once to keep within the 
limit and satisfy, as far as possible, the intention. Sugges- 
tions for altering this have been made by Mr. Wuitworta in 
the Memorandum which we printed recently (ante, p. 567). 
The application of the rule has in fact been altered in Victoria 
by the section of the Real Property Act, 1918, which we 
printed ; and now a learned correspondent points out that this 
is merely a reproduction of a clause in Lord Hatpane’s Bill. 
We have referred to the Bill, and there it undoubtedly is— 
clause 72 of the Bill, as printed in August, 1914. New South 
Wales no doupt took its enactment of 1919, to which we also 
referred, from the same source. But in Mr. Cuerry’s Bill it 
does not appear. If the arrangement of Lord Haupane’s Bill 
had been followed, it should have come after clause 93, but it 
does not. We understand that this is not due to the draftsmen, 
and that a clause, more comprehensive than Lord HaLpane’s, 
was drafted and submitted to the Joint Select Committee, but 
i has been, for the present, rejected. It is felt that the sub- 
ject is too difficult to be dealt with except on full considera- 





in the House of Lords, and it is understood that the Govern- 
ment will give facilities for it in the House of Commons. The | 
- gpeen grounds for divorce remain the same as in the original | 

ill, except that imprisonment under a commuted death sen- 
tence is struck out. Thus they are, shortly, adultery, deser- 
tion for three years, insanity for five years, and habitual | 
drunkenness. The chief change is as regards courts. Under | 
the original Bill divorce cases could be tried at local sittings | 
of the High Court, and jurisdiction might be exercised by 
selected county court judges or commissioners of assize. 
Now jurisdiction is reserved to the P.D. and A. Division, 


but may be exercised by a Commissioner. Whether in 


practice this will cut out county court judges re- 
mains to be seen. Under section 16 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888, a county court judge may be a 
commissioner of assize, but this has scarcely ever been 


there is adanger that one of the 
main reforms needed—the lessening of expense—will 
not be attained. There is, too, a serious lessening of the pro- 
vision for hearing in camerd, which in the amended Bill 
applies only to courts of summary jurisdiction. There is still 
a strange reluctance to giving to the poor equal facilities for 
divorce as to the rich, and to recognizing that divorce is a 
matter of private, and not of public concern. It cannot i 
too often said that family life depends upon the willing union 
of the overwhelming majority, and not upon the enforced 
misery of those whose married lives have ended in hopeless 
failure. 

Amendment of the Perpetuities Rule. 

WE ARE not sure whether we sin most by commission or 
omission, but it is, perhaps, easier to omit than to incur guilt 
by acting, and no doubt sins of omission carry the day. At any | 
rate, in writing from time to time about Mr. Cuerry’s Real 
Property Bill, we have omitted to compare it carefully with 
Lord Haupane’s Bill of 1914, and see how far it reproduces or 
fails to reproduce its provisions, It was in our mind to make 
the comparison ; it was not mere forgetfulness. But each Bill 
is over 200 pages—Mr. Cuerry, in fact, wins easily with 250 
—and life is short. We have been content with the know- 
ledge that the present Bill is the result of the consideration 
given by leading conveyancing counsel to Lord Hatpane’s 
Bill; it is, in fact, Lord Hatpane’s Bill modified by the sug- 
gestions in Mr. Unperatiu’s “ Line of Least Resistance ”’ 
and the minute comparison which we should have made has 
been omitted. 

The Perpetuities Clause in Lord Haldane’s Bill. 

Twat 1s the sin. Now for its discovery. We printed 
last week the text of a recent Australian enactment, making 
what appears to be a very useful modification in the rule 
against Perpetuities. That rule has a useful object, but it 
has sometimes very disastrous results. If there is, in the 
beginning, a chance that a particular gift will not vest within 
the permitted time, then the gift is necessarily void, notwith- 
standing that in fact it would, in the events which happen, vest 
within that time. And when a limitation isin strictness void, 


acted on, and 











and the intention of the settler or testator will be defeated, 


tion, and indeed, it is chiefly a matter affecting wills which are 
rather outside the present scheme. The omission in the pre- 
sent Bill is unfortunate, but is of less consequence if the matter 
is not to be lost sight of. With reference to Mr. Wuir- 
wortH’s Memorandum, we should point out that he is in 
error in speaking of the late Sir Pu1t1p Grecory as the drafts- 
man of Lord Hatpane’s Bill. He was the chairman of the 
Drafting Committee, and devoted great attention and labour 
to the Bill. He was, indeed, at the time the Bill was being 
prepared and was under consideration, quite absorbed in it. 
But the actual draftsmen were Mr. Cuerry and Sir F. F. 
Lippe... The consideration of the Bill by the Joint Committee 
is, we understand, nearly complete, and it should soon be 
issued again as amended. 


The Increase of Rent, &c. (Restrictions), Bill. 

Tue Rent Restriction Bill has gone through the House of 
Commons with comparatively little change. We printed the 
text of the Bill, and stated its chief provisions upon its intro- 
duction (ante, pp. 525, 532). One new clause has been added 


as follows :— 

13. This Act shall apply to any premises used for business, trade or 
professional purposes as .t applies to a dwelling-house, and as though 
references to ‘“ dwelling-house’’ and “ dwelling ’’ included references 
to any such premises, but this Act in its application to such premises 
shall have effect subject to the following modificat.ons :— 

(a) The following paragraph shall be substituted for paragraph (d) 
of sub-section (1) of section five : 

“(d) the premises are reasonably required by the landlord for 
business trade or professional purposes, and (except as otherwise 
provided by this sub-section) the court is satisfied that alternative 
accommodation, reasonably equivalent as regards rent and _ suit- 
ability in all respects, is available”’ ; 

(6) Paragraph (i) of the same sub-section shall not apply ; 

(c) Sections nine and ten shall not apply. 

This anticipates the somewhat dilatory consideration which the 
Government appears to have been giving to the question of the 
inclusion of business premises. Clause 2 (d) (i) has been re- 
drafted, so as to allow an addition of 25 per cent. to the rent 
‘* where the landlord is responsible for repairs,’’ without refer- 
ence to his liability under the Housing, Town Planning, &c., 
Act, 1909, but this increase may be suspended on the ground 
of insanitary condition, on the application of the sanitary 
authority as well as of the tenant (as originally drafted). And 
there is the following important additional sub-clause to 
clause 2 :— ; 

‘6) Any question arising as to the amount of any increase of 
reut permissible under this section shall be determined on the 
application either of the landlord or the tenant by the county court, 
and the decision of the court shall be final and conclusive. 


And the following to clause 3 :— 

3) A notice served before the passing of this Act of an intention 
to make any increase of rent which is permissible only by virtue of 
this Act shall not be deemed to be a valid notice for the purpose 
of this section. 

To the cases in which an order for possession can be made 
against the tenant, if the Court considers it reasonable (clause 
5 (1)) is added: — 


(e) the landlord became the landlord after service in any of His 
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Majesty’s Forces during the war and requires the house for his 
personal occupation and offers the tenant accommodation on reason- 
able terms in the same dwelling-house, such accommodation being 
considered by the court as reasonably sufficient in the circum- 
stances ; 
And in the third reading this was extended to the case where 
‘“‘ the dwelling house is required for occupation as a residence 
by a former tenant thereof who gave up occupation in conse- 
quence of his service in any of his Majesty’s Forces during the 
qwar.’’ The above (except the last) are taken from the Bill as 
amended by Standing Committee B. The text of the Bill as 
by the House of Commons was not available on Thurs- 
ay. 
The Insurance Bicentenary. 

Bota THe London Assurance and the Royal Exchange As- 
surance have been holding bicentenary celebrations this week. 
They appeared in the world as interesting twins in 1720—a 
date of ill omen, for it marked the bursting of the South Sea 
Bubble. But insurance, though it had a small beginning, was 
big with possibilities, and had come to stay. Marine imsur- 
ance, of course, is of quite respectable antiquity, and there is 
on record, too, a life insurance, made on 18th June, 1853, for 
twelve months on the life of one W1LL1AM GisBons, who died 


on 29th May, 1584, whereupon the underwriters tried 
to avoid payment on the old quibble of “‘ lunar 
month.’’ It failed, for in the City of London sen- 
sible persons live, and ‘month ’’ has its ordinary 
meaning, though elsewhere it is different, as the late 
Lord Justice Farweitt held in Bruner v. Moore (1904, 


1 Ch. 305). To marine and life insurance, fire insurance was 
added, and the insurance companies, taking quite an erroneous 
view of what was good for business, started fire-engines and 
firemen on their own account to keep fires under. In fact, 


a good fire was quite an efficient attraction to new 
insurance, since the loss vividly brought home the 
risk to the general public. There are, however, fires 
of so vast a nature as seriously to test the resources 
of insurers: Thus the London Assurance, which sur- 
vived the bubbles amid which it was born, had, some 


two centuries later, to deal with the losses from fire following 
on the earthquake in San Francisco. This involved the find- 
ing of some million pounds, but it was done, and the company 
seemed to have emerged smiling—if a company can smile. 
Its history is told with much illustrative detail in a book, 
“* The London Assurance, 1720-1820,’’ by Mr. E. 8. Street 

printed for private circulation, a copy of which we have re- 
ceived. In the old days the hours of business at the office 
were from 10 a.m. to 2 p.m., and again from 5 to 7. Times 
do not seem to have been very strenuous, and on occasion 
there was further relaxation in generous festivities, the bills 
for which have been handed down. The numerous items for 
wine and ‘‘ strong beer ’’ might be commended to our “‘ dry ”’ 
friends over the water. But nowadays business is serious and 
strenuous enough, and insurance claims the whole of human 
risks for its own. To its earlier ventures in marine, fire and 
life insurance, the London Assurance has gradually added 
facilities for practically all modern insurance requirements— 
burglary, wr. wonsiree compensation, motor risks, boilers, plant, 
lifts, plate glass are all catered for. Fidelity and Govern- 
ment bond policies are issued on suitable terms to Lond fide 
applicants; householders, small and large, can obtain com- 
prehensive policies for all their domestic requirements ; whilst 
our premier industry, agriculture, is by no means neglected, 
live stock insurance being a speciality. And behind it all, we 
understand, are the accumulated assets amounting to over 
£8,500,000, which, combined with the ever-renewed traditions 
of 200 years’ experience, constitute an undeniable security. 


Joint Tenancy or:’Tenancy in Common. 

THE RULE in English law is that a gift or conveyance to two 
or more persons is primd facie an assurance to them as joint 
tenants, some express indication of intention being required 
if the donees or grantees are to take as tenants in common. 
In some parts of the oversea dominions this rule has been 
altered by statute, and in those jurisdictions the gift to several 
iprimé facie operates as a gift to the donees as tenants in com- 


- mon. Two examples may be cited. In New South Wales, by 
section 26 of the Conveyancing Act, 1919, ‘‘ any instrument ” 
disposing of the beneficial interest in ‘‘ any property ’’ is to be 
construed to confer an interest on the persons taking under it 
‘ as tenants in common and not as joint tenants,’’ excludin 

the case of trustees, etc. In Saskatchewan, by section 197 o 

the Land Titles Act, 1917, when ‘‘ land or an interest there- 
in’’ is assured by “‘ letters patent, transfer, conveyance, 
assurance or other assignment to two or more persons other 
than executors or trustees,’’ these persons take ‘‘ as tenants in 
common, and not as joint tenants.’’ It will be noticed that 
the New South Wales enactment is the wider of the two. It 
has recently been necessary to have a formal decision in 
Saskatchewan to the effect that ‘‘ assignment ’’ in the new 
enactment includes ‘‘ will ’’; see Re Quaal’s Estate (1920, 
2 W. W. R. 271). A testator devised land to ‘‘ my wife and 
family.’’ This expression has given rise to great difficulties in 
many English cases. The Saskatchewan Court was able to fall 
back on the recent enactment, and held that, under it, the 
gift was to the wife and children as tenants in common. 





Post-dated Cheques 
Tue liability incurred by a banker for paying his customer’s 
cheque, when presented on a day earlier than that which pur- 
ports to be the date of the cheque, is a question that does nob 
seem to have come before the courts recently—at least in any 
case which so far has been formally reported. The text-books 
lay down the rule that a banker is not entitled to honour his 
customer’s post-dated cheque before the date it bears, and 
reference is usually made to Da Silva v. Fuller, a case decided 
in 1776, and cited by Baron Parke in Morley v. Culverwell 
(1840, 7 M. & W. 174). In Grant on Banking (6th ed., p. 63), 
an Australian case (Queensland) is mentioned, which is said to 
be contrary to the English case law. This case is Magill v. 
Bank of North Queensland (1895, 6 Q. L. J. 262), and it is 
worth while to consider this case and its position in the English 
law on the subject of post-dated cheques. It is of interest also 
to note that the decision has not been approved of in another 
Australasian case (New Zealand)—see Pollock v. Bank of 
New Zealand (1901, 20 N. Z. L. R. 174). The whole subject, 
therefore, of a banker’s liability for paying a post-dated 
cheque before its date is very much at large 

Substantially, the rule as laid down in the text-books reste 
on Da Silva v. Fuller (supra). Now, this case is very shortly 
stated in Cuartty on Bills (11th ed., 1878, p. 188) in this way: 
‘‘ Where, however, a cheque which had been lost by the payee 
was paid the day before it bore date, such payment was held 
to be invalid, and the*banker was held liable to repay the 
amount to the loser.—Sittings at London, Easter, 1776, Sel. 
Ca. 238, MS.’’ The point of this decision is that a banker is 
lable for paying the amount of a post-dated cheque to the 
wrong person, when the due date is anticipated. This is far 
from being a decision that a banker is liable generally for 
‘“‘ante-paying’’ a post-dated cheque. The circumstances in 
Magill v. Bank of North Queensland involved no payment to 
anyone without title to the cheque. 

In that case the plaintiff on 15th March gave a creditor his 
cheque for £2 18s., dated 6th April. On 19th March the 
cheque was presented through another bank, and was paid by 
the defendant bank and debited to the plaintiff’s account. 
This so reduced the plaintiff’s account—he was only a clerk— 
that a cheque for £2 10s., presented on 26th March, was dis- 
honoured, and another cheque was also subsequently dis- 
honoured. For the dishonour of these cheques the action was 
brought, and as it was the payment of the post-dated cheque 
on 19th March that had reduced the plaintiff’s account, the 
question was raised whether the defendant bank was justified 
in paying that cheque before its due date, 6th April. The 
Queensland Court of three judges, though not for the same 
reasons, held that the defendant bank was entitled to debit 
the post-dated cheque to the plaintiff’s account on the day it 
was presented, and was not therefore liable for dishonouring 
the other cheques. Mr. Justice Harptne thought it was not 








necessary to decide whether the past-dated cheque was to be 
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treated as a bill of exchange payable at so many days’ sight, 
he held that the bank was 
justified in keeping sufficient funds in the account to meet the 
post-dated cheque The Chief Justice (Sir Samuet GrirFitTA, 
afterwards Chief Justice of the High Court of Australia), with 
whom Mr. Justice Rear agreed, held that the post-dated 
cheque was a negotiable instrument, whose true date was, in 
the circumstances of the case, to be taken to be the day of its 


Or as a « heque payable on demand 


issue The reasoning by which this eonclusion was reached 
may be shortly stated The law of post-dated cheques de- 
pends on the Bills of Exchange Acts, and not on the case law 


prior to that Act, under the principle laid down in Bank of 
England v. Vagliano (1891, A. C., at pp. 144, 145) 
the statutory code (see section 12 and 13 of the English Bills 
of Exchange Act, 1882, followed by the Queensland Act) the 
true date of a bill is only the date it becomes due unless the 


Under 


} 


contrary is proved, and a bill is not invalid by being post 


dated A cheque is a bill of exchange drawn on a banker and 
payable on demand Hence the cheque when delivered to the 
plaintiff's creditor on 15th March was a completely valid 


instrument, and as it came into the hands of the bank who 


presented it in due course, it was then a valid negotiah'e 
instrument pavable on demand, ana justifiably paid by the 
defendant bank 


Taking this as the ratio decidendi of the case. the vist o 


the decision is that in the hands of a holder in due course the 
apparent date ot a post dated cheque ma be treated as not 
being the true date, but the instrument may be treated as one 
payable on demand The banker honouring such an instru 
ment is not, therefor: , lable to his customer This. ot course, 
is a very different thing from generalizing Da Silva v. Fuller 
into a rule that a banker is liable to his eustomer for pre- 
paying a post dated cheque. 

The New Zealand case of Pollock v. Bank of New Zealand 
(supra) was similar in its facts to the Queensland case, but the 
full Court of six judges definitely disagreed with Mayil/ v 
Bank of North Queensland, and held that prior to the Bills of 
Exchange code a post-dated cheque was not payable before 
the date it bore, and that the law had not been altered by the 
code. In these two cases there is thus a divergence of 
opinion as to whether the old law is on 
account 


is not to be taken into 
But the New Zealand court’s decision, in any event. 
appears to be open to the criticism that they treat Da Silva 
v. Fuller as laying down a general rule of universal applica 
tion The true limit of the latter case is carefully pointed 
out by Sir Samue. Grirrita in the Queensland case. It is 
there said that a person taking a post-dated cheque ‘‘ does so 
at the risk of its being afterwards found that the person from 
whom he received it had no right to it But if it 
that that person had a good title to it a 
instrument, the risk proves to 
English case of Ya Si/vayv. Fu 


turns out 
a valid negotiable 
have been nothing The 
ler, and the American decisions 
cited to the court as to the effect of a post-dated cheque vo 
no further than this.’’ Se 
It is well-settled case law in the Enolish 
Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, that 
valid negotiable instrument 


courts since the 
a po t dated cheque is a 
{ As the case ol Vamgiil v. Bank 
of North Queensland is « xpressly based on the rights of a holder 
in due course of the post-dated cheque, it may be that the 
decision will be found to be preferable to that of the New 
Zealand court in Pollock v. Bank of Ny ; 
much opposed to the current of Enclish 
sometimes thought : 


Zealand, and not so 
authority as has been 


At Westminster County Court on Wednesday, says the 7'in 
application was made for an order for the posseesion of a flat 
dential block rhe rent was £50 a year, subject. to thre. me nths : tice 
but 10s. a week was also paid to the hous« keeper at, the block Sex heapin r 
the place clean and waiting on tenants The defendant claimed that he 


the rent was under £70 he ww protected by the 

of 1919 Counsel for the landlord said that MM: 

decided that the rent plus the sum paid for attendance constitnted the 
| Judge Sir Alfred 


real total rent In t) case the rent was really £76 
defemdant’s plea could not 


Rents Rest rict on Act 
Justice Roche had 


Tobin said the judge was right, and the 
prevail. 


Recent Developments of Trade 
Union Law. 


I LI.—ConsPIRacy. 


Ix the second article of this series we discussed at le:.gth the 
development of the tort known as “ illegal coercion ’’ “* un- 
lawful interference,’’ and intimidation ’’ in a group of 
cases decided within the last quarter of a century. We 
pointed out that this tort is essentially a form of “* trespass on 
It differs from ‘‘ trespass "’ smpliciter, inasmuch 
as, in the latter, mere infringement of a right of property is 
enough to constitute the wrong sued upon, whereas in ‘* case ’’ 
there is no direct infringement of a right of property. It 
differs from nuisance ’’ and negligence,’’ inasmuch as 
these torts ‘infringement. ’’ and ‘‘ damage ”’ 

the question of malitia does not enter into it, except so far as 


the case.’ 


involve only 


passive malice may be said to be presumed in every case of 
In the tort of ‘‘ intimidation,’’ how- 
ever, aS we saw, three elements must exist: (1) the infringe- 
ment ol a person's right to enter into contracts and to conduct 
a lawful business in the customary manner ; (2) loss to thé per 
son so interfered with, directly resulting from the inter 


ference . 


actionable negligence 


and (3) an intent to injure such person from some 
motive, not regarded as justifiable in law: ¢.y., there must be 


in absence of legitimate business ’’ competition, or of a 
relationship which imposes on the interfering party a duty to 
lnteriere 

Now, in every case indicated in the last paragraph, the tort 
is in itself complete wherever those three elements are found 
together, namely, (1) interference or intimidation, and (2) 
injury, and (3) malice. It is immaterial whether or not the 
tortfeasor is one person or a multitude of persons. And 
in the view of some writers of great weight and authority, ¢.y., 
Sir Freperick Pot.ock, the number of persons concerned in 
the intimidation is really immaterial ; it makes no difference at 
all whether they be one or many. But the quite contrary view 
has long been popularly entertained. Judges and advocates, 
teachers and writers of law-books, publicists and Members of 
Parliament have combined to say that in such cases the 
essence of the tort is really ‘‘ conspiracy,’’ namely, the com- 
bination of two or more persons to injure another in some way 
forbidden by law. This is at common law, and under the 
old declaratory statute of 1399, the Ordinatio de Consjrrator- 
hus, an indictable crime. And there can be no doubt that 
wherever conspiracy is indictable, it is also actionable in tort 
except in so far as the Trade Disputes Act may have pre- 
cluded actionability So, according to the popular view, the 
cases in which trade unions and their officials have been held 
liable in tort for ‘‘ intimidation ’’ (¢.g., Quinn v. Leathem, 
1901, A. C. 495) must really be regarded as cases of “‘ con- 
spiracy.’’ But, according to the view of Sir Freperick Pot- 


Lock, this notion is based on mere confusion of thought. In 


such cases there practically always is a multiplicity of joint 
tortfeasors, and, therefore, there appear to be all the 
elements of a conspiracy. But in reality the act condemned 
in damages would have been equally actionable if committed 
by one single person (per Lord LinDLey in Quinn v. Leathem, 
supra, at p. 538). Such, then, are the conflicting views. Can 
they be reconciled? A mode of reconciling them was sug- 
gested by Professor SALMOND in his great text-book on the Law 
of Torts. This has gradually become familiar to teachers of 
law, but, until lately, practitioners and judges rather eschewed 
the Solicitor-General of New Zealand’s ingenious Firenicon. 
In the latest cases, however— Valentine v. Hyde (1919, 2 Ch., 
19), Pratt v. British Medical Association (1919, 1 K. B. 244), 
and Davis v. Thomas (1920, 36 » # L. R. 39), decisions of Mr. 
Justice Astsury, Mr. Justice P. O. Lawrence, and Mr. 
Justice McCarpie respectively—this cirenicon has at last 
found its way more or less clearly into decided law. 

Now, what is this eirenicon? Just this. The gist of the 
tort. of intimidation is unjustifiable and malicious interference 
with anyone in the course of pursuing a lawful calling such 
as to cause him injury. Now such interference is always tor- 





tious, by whomsoever committed, provided it amounts to some 
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kind of “ physical coercion ’’ as opposed to mere ‘‘ moral 
gaasion.”’ but physical coercion does not necessarily mean 
the use of actual physical violence. It may be such violence, 
but it may also consist of threats to use violence. It may 
also consist of conduct which causes direct pecuniary injury to 
a map—e.y., withdrawing custom or trade from him. It may 
consist of threats to commit such conduct Now in some of 
these cases—¢.y., direct physical violence or threats of such 
the intimidation is such as to amount to coercion when exer 
cised by one person, /.¢., it inducés an ordinarily reasonable 
man to abandon some act he is entitled to perfor m in order to 
escape loss. In such a case, the mere coercion of intimidation 
by a single person is sufficient to constitute the tort. 


But there are other cases—¢.y., threat to withdraw custom 
or to refrain from association with a man—which varv very 
greatly in their effect according to the number of persons who 
take part in the method of suasion employed. In such cases 
the act of one man—e.v., if you or I cut a man who refuses 
to vote for the candidate we think patriots should support—is 
not sufficient to intimidate any reasonable person. The con 
certed act of many persons, however, will intimidate any or 
dinary man. Therefore, such concerted act is actionable. 
although an isolated act of the same kind would not be so 
Theoretically, of course, there might be drawn up a scale of 
actions, some of which amount to intimidation if performed 
by A alone, others of which are intimidation if performed by 
A and B, others only when C joins A and B, and soon. But 
the law is practical, and cannot consider these refinements. It 
has to draw hard-and-fast lines. Therefore it distinguishes 
broadly between the act of A alone and the concerted act of A 
and B or of any three or more persons. The former is normally 
not actionable unless some definite act of malice can be added 
to injuria and damnum. In the latter case, the malitia is 
usually presumed whenever injuria plus damnum can be 
proved. This seems to be the broad and simple rule as laid 
down in the three recent cases we have just quoted. 

Of course, in all this we have necessarily left out of account 
two very important matters, which arise in nearly every case. 
We have assumed that intimidation which interferes with a 

; person in the exercise of his freedom to act as he pleases is, 
prima facie, unlawful and malicious. This is probably sound 
law: see remarks of the late Lord Justice Romer, in Gihlan’s 
case (1903, 2 KX. B., at p. 619). But such primd facie unlaw- 
ful conduct may be justified, in which case it ceases to be 
unlawful, unless and until express malice is shewn—e.g., a 
definite intent to injure the party hurt, and not to protect 
oneself or to serve some public purpose. Such justification may 
be of two kinds: common law justification or statutory justifi- 
cation. Each of these requires detailed discussion, and will 
be discussed in a later article of this series. It is enough to say 
here that common law justification seems to arise in much the 
same class of cases as is found whenever “‘ privileged occasion ”’ 
can be pleaded as a defence of any tort. That which is reason- 
ably necessary for the defence of one’s own business—includ- 
ing the form of defence known as ‘‘ counter-attack,’ by 
attempting to destroy the rival’s competing trade—or that 
which is reasonably necessary for the security of one’s private 
domestic peace—e.g., a father’s right to prohibit his daughter 
from associating with an unsuitable person or marrying an 
undesirable lover—is likewise, it is submitted, sufficient to jus 
tify “‘ intimidation ’’ or ‘‘ conspiracy.’’ But this will be more 
fully discussed later. 

In the same way, statutory justification in the case of torts 
of this kind is analogous to ‘‘ statutory privilege,’’ in the 
case of other torts, ¢.7., libels. Such privilege may be “‘ abso 
lute ’’ or ‘‘ qualified,’’ and many subtle distinctions thereon 
arise, Although this point of view has not generally been 
applied to the elucidation of the Trade Union Acts of 
1871, 1875, 1876, 1908 and 1913, we believe it can be so 
applied with profit. But this, too, must be reserved for a later 
article, spouthualiy dealing with the statutory law and the 
many interesting decisions thereon. 

Still another point has so far been left without discussion 
or elucidation. That point is this. A and B may conspire 


) together to force X to conduct his business differently by 
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withdrawing their custom from him. Or again, A and B may 
act more subtly. They may conspire together to withdraw 
their custom, not from X directly, but from P, Q, R, 8, &c., 
unless these latter will boycott X. Is there any difference be 
It might seem at first sight that the first 
case is the more obviously and directly mischievous, and, there- 
. But, curiously enough, 


tween these cases 


fore, more actionable than the latter 
our rule of law is—or seems at first sight to be—the other 
way about Undoubtedly A and B are quite entitled to with 
draw their custom from X if he will not do some act for A and 
B’s benefit. But they are not entitled to compel X indirectly to 
do that act by conspiring to withdraw their custom from P, Q, 
R and S, unless these latter will boycott X. The first class of 
cases appear to be lawful, as in the leading case of Allen v. 
Flood (1898, A. C. 1), where a trade union official induced his 
trade union members to threaten a strike against the plaintiffs, 
unless the latter capitulated to their terms. The second class 
appear to be unlawful, as in Quinn v. Leathem (1901, A. C 
195), where a trade union induced the customers of a butcher 
to threaten withdrawal of their custom unless he paid his 
assistants the trade union rate of wage But the real reason 
for this apparent distinction is simple It is not, we think, 
uecessarily connected with the directness or the indirectness of 
the action taken by A and B to put pressure on X It is 
really concerned with justification.”’ Normally, where A and 
B combine to put direct pressure on X, they have a personal 
interest in the conduct of X, and, therefore, that conduct is 
justified by the common law privilege of self-defence explained 
above. But where A and B combine to force P, Q, R and 
S to put pres.ure on X, there is not the same direct and 
immediate common interest of all parties concerned in the con- 
duct of X ; therefore, justification (at common law) cannot be 
successfully alleged This we believe to be the simple ex- 
planation of the apparently paradoxical doctrine so much dis- 
cussed, that A and B may combine to strike and ruin X, but 
that P, Q, R and § may not (apart from the privilege con- 
ferred by the Trade Disputes Act) combine to force A and B 
to strike, and thereby ruin X 

The doctrine just briefly commented on, however, is part of 
This larger question is framed as 


a much larger question. 
Is a con- 


follows by Satmonp (Torts, section 152, par. 6): 
spiracy not to deal with a person actionable at his suit? ”’ The 
answer of the learned jurist just quoted appears to be that 
this depends on the nature of the conspiracy. If the con- 
spiracy is one to do an act primd facie unlawful, then the 
injured party can sue But if it is not prima facie unlaw- 
ful, then he cannot sue, though third partaes suffering damage 
through the injury to him, can sue. This seems to us a cum- 
brous and unreasonable goctrine, quite wrong in principle. 
We propose to shew that it is not the simple way of looking 
at the matter, and we intend to suggest a different rule. This 
we will do in our next article, the fourth of this series. The 
questions of justification, common law or statutory, will 
be reserved for our subsequent articles. 
(To be continued.) 


Reviews. 
Admiralty Practice. 


Roscoe on THE ApMIRALTY JURISDICTION AND Practice of tae Hien 
Court or JUSTICE, WITH WHICH 18 INCORPORATED “‘ WILLIAMS AND 
Bruce's ADMIRALTY PRACTICE, witn SratTutTes, Forms, AND 

Fourtn Eprriox. By Epwarp STANLEY Roscor, 
Admiralty Barrister-at-Law, and the lat H M 
RoseRTsoNn sarrister-at-Law Assisted by A. ‘1 BUCKNILL, 
Barrister-at-Law, and H. W. Loves, Admiralty Marshal. Stevens 

& Sons (Limited); Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) 42s 
The task of editing a new edition of this book, we are told in the 
preface, was entrusted by the publishers to the late Mr. H. M. Robertson 
and, when he entered the Army in 1915, his work was finished as regards 
the inclusion of cases de ided up to the end of 1914 tut anfortunately 
he was killed on active service, and Mr. E. 8S. Roscoe has himself under 





PRECEDENTS 


Registr ir, 


taken the completion of the edition, and also the rearrangement and 
revision rendered nece sary by the incorporation of part of Williams 
ind Bruce In the work as now published, after an introduction tracing 
the histor f the High Court of Admiralty and the Admiralty Division, 
and of the Local Admiralty Courts—particularly the Admiralty Court 
of the Cinque Ports—Part I deals with jurisdiction in Admiralty, 
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Part II with the Orders and Rules, and Part III with Costs and Fees. 
A series of Appendices give the text of the statutes, and various pre- 
cedents and statutory forms, including precedente of pleadings and of 
bills of costs. The county court jurisdiction and practice in Admiralty 
are not included, but are left to the special County Court practice books. 

From the point of view of general law, the most interesting part of 
Admiralty law is the subject of maritime lien, which depends in ite 
main features on the Privy Council decision in The Bold Buccleugh 
{7 Moo. P. C. 267). If such a lien can be established, it ranks in front 
of a Mnortgage, but its establishment depends upon somewhat capricious 
rules. Thus there is no maritime lien for necessaries supplied to a ship : 
The Heinrich Bjorn (10 P. D. 44), but there is a lien for the master’s 
disbursements, and occasionally the cost of coal or other things supplied, 
if the master gives his bill to cover it, can be made a lien on the ship 
in this way: The Ripon City (1897, P. 226). The present edition 
appears to have been very efficiently revised and brought up to date, 
and will be of great service to the Admiralty practitioner. 





Book of the Week. 


i?Custs. — Taxation of Costs Between Parties. By A. G. 
Sapprineton, B.A., Deputy Prothonotary and a Taxing Officer of 
the Supreme Court of New South Wales. Sydney: The Law 
Book Co. of Australasia (Limited); London: Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited). 63s. 





Correspondence. 


The New Rent, &c., Restriction Bill. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Str,—The effect of section 2 (c) appears to be curious. In the 
case of a house protected by the first Act of 1919, but still let on 
an agreement, the landlord will on the expiry of the agreement 
only get an increase of 5 per cent. for the first year as against 
10 per cent. he could have obtained under the Act had there been 
no such agreement. 

On the other hand, if in such a case an increase of 10 per cent. 
has been obtained, he will get nothing the first year under this 
Bill, or if the 10 per cent. increase was not imposed he will now 
be limited to 5 per cent. for the first year. 

With regard to section 2 (1) (da), apparently a tenant is under an 
express liability '' for repairs, even though there is a ‘‘ fair wear 
and tear "’ clause in the agreement. 

19th June. F. R. B. 

[Under clause 2 (c) a distinction is, as our correspondent pointa 
out, made between (1) houses already protected (i.¢., in London 
up to £70 rent), and (2) those now to be protected (i.¢., from £70 
to £100). In neither class can any increase be made during the 
currency of an agreement. When an agreement runs out, then a 
15 per cent. increase is permitted, but in class (1) it can only be 
5 per cent. during the first year after the passing of the Act. 
The increase appears to depend first upon whether the agreement 
has run out, so that any increase at all is possible, and then upon 
the rental value 

Clause 2 (1) (d) now runs: ‘‘(i) where the landlord is responsible 
for repairs, an amount not exceeding 25 per cent. of the net rent” ; 
par. (i) is at present unaltered; and under ‘‘ Current 
Topics.’’—Ep. S.J.) : 
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see 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


Ze W. F. FOSTER, a Solicitor. BARNATO (Appellant) v. FOSTER 
(Respondent). No.2. i4th May; 16th June. 


Costs—MorTGAGE—APPLICATION FOR DELIVERY OF BILL BY 
MORTGAGES. 
, applied for an order directing that a bill of coata should 
be deiivered by a solicitor in reapect of a sum of £914 received by him 
with the assent of the mortgagor from sums supplied by the mortgagees 
for costs incurred before the execution of a mortgage deed. , 
Held, that the application should be allowed 


Judgments of Lord Romilly in Re Forsyth (34 Bear. 140) and Re 
Gold (34 L. T. (N.8.) 9) not followed. , 

Appeal from an order of a Divisional Court refusing, on the applica- 
tion of the mortgagees, to order a bill of costs to be delivered by a 
solicitor in respect of a sum of £914 received by him with the assent 
of the mortgagees from sums supplied by the mortgagees for costs in- 
curred before the execution of a mortgage deed. 

The considered judgment of Tue Court (Bankes, Scrurron and 


SOLICITOR 


Mortgagees 


Scrutron, L.J, who said that, divested of legal technicalities, the 
facts were that Mrs. Barnato was heavily in debt, and her two song 
agreed to pay off her debts, receiving security in the shape of a mort- 
gage on certain life policies. Mr. Foster had been solicitor to Mra 
Barnato, but in the matter of the preparation of the mortgage deed he 
acted as solicitor to the lenders, ding over the representation of 
Mrs. Barnato to a Mr. Haywood, a solicitor occupying the same offices 
as himself. The original deed was dated 24th March, 1917. When the 
transactions were consolidated in a further deed dated 19th March, 
1918, Mr. Foster, who prepared the deeds, inserted a recital that the 
sum of £914 3s. 4d. appearing in the schedule was ‘‘ the ascertained 
and agreed amount of the costs of W. F. Foster, the lenders’ solicitor, 
for the negotiations leading to the first and second princip.| indentures 
and the costs and disbursements of and incidental to those inden- 
tures ’’; and in the schedule described the amount as ‘“‘ W. F. Foster's 
costs and disbursements down to 24th July, 1917, as solicitor to the 
lenders for services mentioned in the sixth recital to the deed "’ already 
referred to. This deed, drawn by Mr. Foster, was signed on behalf 
of Woolf Barnato, the applicant in this case, by Mr. Foster himself 
and Mr. Woolf Barnato’s wife, acting under a power of attorney from 
Woolf Barnato, absent from England on active service. On 27th 
November, 1917, Mr. Foster had paid himself this mount by cheque 
drawn by himself on funds supplied by the sons out of which to pay 
their mother’s debts. No bill was ever delivered, and no one had ever 
the opportunity of checking the propriety of this claim for an amount 
which Mr. Foster had himself inserted in the deed, and which he had 
paid himself without, except as hereafter appears, any independent 
examination of the correctness of the account. Mr. Woolf Barnato 
now applied for delivery of a bill; his brother was dead, and his legal 
representative was Mr. Foster, who did not therefore join in the appli- 
cation. The powers of the Court to order delivery of a bill and taxa- 
tion rested, in the first place, on the original jurisdiction of the Court 
over its officers : Stone v. Johnson (15 App. Cas. 203), and, in the second 
place, on section 37 of the Solicitors Act, 1843. In some cases delivery 
of a bill might be ordered to see whether there were grounds for taxa- 
tion, or followed by an order not for taxation, but for an inquiry 
whether the agreement alleged in the bill was fair and binding on the 
client : Duffiitt v. McEvoy (10 App. Cas. 303). No difficulty would arise 
from the fact that there had been a payment by retainer more than 
twelve months before the application, partly because, under the deci- 
sion in Re Street (L. R. 10 Eq. 165), payment was not sufficient to start 
time running against the applicant unless it was payment of a delivered 
bill, and here no bill had been delivered. The difficulty was whether 
the mertgagees conld make this application, it being said that authority 
and long-continued practice required the application to be made by the 
mortgagor, who in this case was content, and was no party to the pro- 
ceedings. The Divisional Court had followed authorities beginning with 
two decisions of Lord Romilly’s : Re Forsyth (34 Beav. 140) and Re Gold 
(34 L. T. (N.S.) 9), and two other cases : Re Chapman (20 T. L. R. 3) 
and Afolditch v. Carter (L. R.3 P. & D. 113). Re Street (L. R. 
10 Eq. 165), however, had laid it down that there could be no payment 
to exclude taxation before delivery of a bill. These authorities rendered 
it necessary to consider the exact position of mortgagor and mortgages 
as to the costs of preparation of the mortgage deed, which were costs in 
this case. The original practice was laid down in Pratt v. Vizard (5 
B. & Ad. 813), by Taunton, J., who said : ‘‘ Now in the case of annui- 
ties, and I believe in that of mortgages also, the law expenses do in 
practice ultimately come out of the pocket of the borrower, but the 
grantee—i.e., the mortgagee, employs his own attorney, and the action 
for work and labour would lie against him, and not against the bor- 
rower; though when the business is done, and the money is handed to 
the borrower, the attorney takes care to come with his bill, and is 
paid with eo much of the money borrowed, the mortgagor receiving the 
amount minus that amount. But there is no lien between the attorney 
and the mortgagor : that can only arise from the party doing something 
and the other having done it for him’: see also per Farwell, J., in 
Wales v. Carr (1902. 1 Ch. 860). Applying these principles to the 
present facts, the solicitor was originally employed by the mortgagees, 
and until the mortgage deed was entered into they and no one else 
were the only persons liable. The liability of the mortgagor to the mort- 
gagees arose when the mortgagee paid his solicitor, which he did when 
money was deducted by the solicitor for this purpose out of the moneys 
provided by the mortgagees for the payment of the mortgagor’s debts. 
The transaction, if fully carried out, would have been that the mort- 
gagees would have paid their solicitor and reimbursed themselves 
against the mortgagor, by deducting the sum from the money they were 
advancing on mortgage The mortgagor might have questioned this 
sum against the mortgagee, but if he did so against the solicitor, he would 
have to do so according to the rights and relations existing between 
the mortgacees and their solicitor. In principle. the mort gagees here 
had paid their solicitor, though in fact the solicitor had paid himself. 
He had done so as agent for the mortgagees, and it may well be that 
in other proceedings he may be called on to account for paying such : 
sum as agent without having its fairness ascertained by taxation, an 
delivery of a bill may be necessary for this purpose. Bnt on the ques- 
tion of delivery of a bill, he did not understand Lord Romillv’s view 
that only the morteagor could make the application. He thought, from 
the other cases cited, the primary liability was that of the mortgagee, 
and it was that liability which gave him a claim against the rsa TH 
on whom the solicitor had no direct claim. He was therefore una 





Arkin, L.JJ.) was delivered by 


to agree with the reasonings on which Lord Romilly decided Re Porsyth 
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(supra) and R+ Gold (supra), and so far as they were based on estoppel 
they did not seem to avail a person who was not party or privy to the 
deed. The probable explanation of the judgments was that Lord 
Romilly treated the matter as an application to reopen accounts be 
4ween mortgagor and mortgagee, the mortgagor not being a party, and 
the deed admitting the amount not being rectified. From that point of 
view he understood the decisions, though they would not seem to apply 
to an application by the mortgagee against his solicitor who incurred 
the costs on his instructions. In the present case, even if there were no 
jurisdiction under the Act, I should have thought that a delivery of a 
bill should be ordered under the general jurisdiction of the Court over 
its officers. In whatever capacity he acted, Mr. Foster seemed, whether 
intentionally or unintentionally, to have taken every step which might 
have the effect of preventing the correctness of his charges being inves 
tigated. He inserts the recitals in the deeds he drafted ; he signed the 
deed as attorney for the absent son; as executor of the dead son he 
refused to concur in an application for delivery of the bill, and, acting 
as agent for his employer, he paid himself without taking any steps to 
protect his employer by getting the charges against him taxed. He 
handed over the representation of Mrs. Barnato to a solicitor occupying 
the same office as himself, and, while he expressed no final opinion 
about Mr. Haywood’s charges, as Mr. Haywood was not before him, if 
it was true, as stated in the affidavit, that he had charged a lump sum 
of £500, and had no materials which enabled him to state what work 
he had done for it, the transaction, if honest, might give rise to mis 
understanding, and in the hands of unscrupulous people might cover up 
abuses. He expressed no opinion on the propriety of Mr. Foster's 
charges, and he had not heard Mr. Haywood, who was not a party to 
this application In his opinion, Mr. Foster should be ordered to 
deliver a bill of the £914. He expressed no opinion whether, wher t+ 
bill was delivered, an order for taxation or any other order should be 
made, or what would be the result between mortgagor and mortgagee of 
any such order, or the results thereof. The appeal would be allowed 
with costs there and in the Divisional Court. to be paid by Mr. Foster 

Counsei, for the appellants, MeCall, K.C., and Marriott; for the 
respondent, Patrick Hastings, K.C., and Lowenthall. Sorrcrrors, W 
Gront McLean; W. FP. Foater 

(Reported by Erxsxrxe Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re WILLIS. SHAW v. WILLIS. 
Witt—ConsrrvuctioN—CHARITABLE INSTITUTION TO BE SELECTED BY A 
Deatu of A In Lirertm™e or TestaTrrx—DiscretTion Or THE ESSENCE 
or THE Girt—INTESTACY 


Where a testator bequeathed her residue to such haritable institu 
fion aa might he selected by A, and A died before the teatator. 


Astbory, J. Ist June. 


Held, that the discretion and its exercise was of the essence of the 
gift, and that, accordingly, the charitable gift failed, and the testa 
trix died intestate with regard to her residue 

Moggridge v. Thackwell (7 Ves. 36) distinguished 

This was‘a summons to determine whether a certain bequest of resi- 
due failed, or whether, by the application of the cy-prés doctrine or 


otherwise, the bequest vas still valid and could be carried into effect 
The facts were as follows The .testatrix ‘nade her will in 1898, 
whereby she appointed an executor and trustee, and gave to her trustee 


all her personal estate and effects in England upon trust to pay het 
funeral and testamentary expenses and debts and a certain legacy, 
and to sell and stand possessed of the proceeds of sale upon trust to 
pay the income thereof to her sister tor life, and atter her decease to 
raise and pay certain legacies, including one to Mary Whitehead, and 
as to all the residue she gave and bequeathed the same ‘‘ to such 
charitable institution or society m England Russia or elsewhere as 
may be selected by my friend, Mary Whitehead, within three months 
from the time of the decease of my sister.” In 1915 the testatrix 
made a codicil, giving two further legacies, and otherwise confirming 
her will. She died in 1917, both her sister and her friend, Mary White 
head, having predeceased her 

Astsury,. J.. after stating the facts, and referring to Mogaqridge v 
Thackwell (supra) and Mills v. Farmer (1815, 1 Mer. 55) said : The 
authorities seem to establish that if there is a charitable intention, that 
will be enforced by the Court, although the particular mode or 
machinery for giving effect to it cannot be carried out in accordance 
with the directions of the donor Further, if the selection of the 
charitable object is in the hands of a trustee charged with a duty of 
selection. then, if the trustee predeceases the testator, the Court will 
give effect to the trust. Here, however, there is no trust, but a power 
of selection given to a person under no duty to select. It must be 
borne in mind that a discretion and its exercise may in certain cases 
he of the essence of the gift, especially when no charitable intention 
is shewn, or no special charitable trust created. In my judgment. that 
is the position in this case, and it follows that the charitable gift fails, 
and that the testator died intestate with regard to this residue 
Rudali: H. Dankwerts- {wetentartmell: Micklem. K.C 
Sonicrrors. The Treasury Solicitor; Francis A 


Couns 
and D. H. Cohen 
Rudall 


[Reported by Laowanp Mar Barrister-at Law.) 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
House ot Lords. 


BURTON ». BEAUCHAMP AND BEAUCHAMP. 7th and 14th May. 

WoRKMEN's COMPENSATION—FATAL ACCIDENT—SPHERE OF EMPLOYMENT 

Misfire or BLASTING SHOT—DRILLING Out STEMMING FROM MouTH 

OF SHOT-HOLE—BREACH OF REGULATION MADE UNDER COAL MINES ACT, 

1911 (1 & 2 Geo. 5., ©. D), 3. 8—AccIDENT NoT ARISING QUT oF, AND 

IN THE COURSE OF, THE EMPLOYMENT—WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION ACT, 
1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), s 1 (1 


The E rp atves on Coal Mines Order of lat Se pte mber, 1913 contaming 


regulations under section 61 } ) the Cold Minow Act, D111, whiea 
have fect asat enacted in the Act pr tiles, by Rule 3, that If a shot 
misaed fire ‘ 1 second charge shall not be placed in the 
acre hole, and e) except where misfire ta due to faulty cable 
anothe shot shall be fared in a fresh hole, which shall be 

drilled it leas than twelve inches away from the hole in which the 
t has hred 1 miner went to get coal at a place where a shot 
had missed fire two days previously. Contrary to the regulations, he 
began to drill out the stemming in order to insert a fresh explosive. 


{xn explosion followed, from the effects of which he ultimately died. 
In a claim for j 
Held, that, in drilling out the old stemming, the workman was acting 


»mpensution madé by hia widow, a 


ontrary to an express statutory prohibition, made for the safety of 
himself and others, and was. therefore, dowmg an act whtch waa expressly 
excluded from hia ¢ nya yment, and the inj “ry did not arise out of, or 
in the course of, Ate employment 

Appeal by the widow of Albert Bourton, who was engaged at the 
time of his deat is a collier and shot-firer in the respondents’ col 
lieries. Burton died on 15th March, 1918, from severe burns caused 
to him by the ignition of an explosive on 2ist Febr mary, 1918, while 
orking in the respondents’ mine The evidence established that on 
19th February; tw days before the accident happened, West, an 
examiner and shot-firer at the respondents’ colliery, bored a hole in 
the coal face and charged it with an explosive shot [his he con 
nected with a fuse, and stopped the mouth of the hoie with stemming 
He lighted the fuse, but the sh missed fire, leaving the stemming 
intact, and leaving some charred remains of the fuse outside the stem 


ming. West entered in a book containing the record of shots, which 
as kept in the candle house, the fact of the shot having missed fire, 


but did not, as the regulations required, report the fact to the manager 
[wo days after this Burton went with other men to get coal at the 
same place. Before arriving at the spot, he was unaware of the exist 
ence of the hole and the unexploded shot, but on arrival he must have 
seen the stemming and burnt fuse, for he proceeded to drill out some 

the stemming with a view to laying a fresh shot in the same hole 
Uniprotected lights were used in this colliery, and the deceased had a 
lighted candle in his cay On the stemming being moved, an ex- 
piosion occurred, which caused injury to the deceased and others, and 

the case of the deceased septic pneumonia supervened, and he died 

15th March The learned minty court judge, His Honour Judge 
Gwynne-James, of the ounty ourt at 7 emple Cloud, found that the 
deceased vhen he removed the stemming had no reas nable ground 
for bel that the charge had exploded but in fact that he did so 
believe It was admitted that in removing the stemming he acted con 


trary to the regulations contained in the Explosive in Coal Mmes Order 
ot Ist Septemer 1913, but the county court judge awarded the widow 
cempensation, holding that’ the accident arose out of, and in the course 
cf, the man’s employment Phe Court of Appeal (121 L. T. Rep. 196, 
i2 B. W. C. ¢ 120) reversed that decisior Without hearing counsel 
for the ippellant the widow 

Lord Cave, in moving the appeal should be dismimsed, stated the 
t above, and said that the county court judge express 
c) of the Order did not hmit the 


facts as set ou 
bis opinion that Regulation 2 


de eased's aphe re of emplovment, but vave directions as to 

within the sphere of his employment It appeared, however, from a 
note to the award, that his attention was not called to the import 
Regulation 3 ) until he had given his award. Questions as to the 
limitation by statutory and other directions of the sphere of a work 
man’s employment had been considered by this House in a number of 
ases for example in Barnes Nunnery Colltery Compan, 1912 


App. Cas 44 - 56 Souticrtors’ JowrnaL, 159). Herbert y 
Limited 1916 l \ C. 405: 6 Sonictrors’ Jovernar ‘ 

B. W ( C. 164 Woodilee Coal and Coal 
Co. (64 Soricrrors’ Journat, 374). These shewed that the qu 
be determined in each case of this character was whether the act whic 
caused the injury arose out of, and in the course of, the employment, 


Samuel F dla 


Camphell or Robertaon vy 


jon to 


or was one outside the employment altogether If the former wae the 
case, and death or serious and permanent disablement resulted, then 
under section 1 (2) of the Act there was a right to compensation, even 
though the injury was attributable to the wilful misconduct of the 
workman; but if the act was wholly outside the sphere of employ. 
ment, then the Act had no application, and compensation could not be 
awarded. In Highley's case (supra) Lord Sumner said he doubted if 
any universal test could be found To ask if the cause of the aeci- 
dent was within the sphere of the employinent, or was one of the 
ordinary risks of the emplovment reasonable incidental to the em. 
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ployment, or conversely was an added peril and outside the sphere of 
the employment, were all different ways of asking whether it was part 
of the employment that the workman should Mave acted or should have 
been in the position in which he was whereby in the course of that 
employment he sustained tnjury.”’ If these tests, or any one of them, 
be applied to the present case, the result must be unfavourable to the 
appellant. The deceased was not doting a permitted act carelessly ; he 
was doing an act which he was prohibited from doing by statatory 
provisions which attached to his employment, and which by those pro 
visions was expressly excluded from his employment. te was neither 
engaged nor entitled to open up a hole which had been previously 
charged, and his doing so could not therefore have been reasonably or 
at all incidental to his employment. The appeal therefore failed. His 
lordship added that it had been said in previous cases an ill-service 
would be done to the general body or workmen employed in a mine if, 
owing to sympathy with the appellant, a decision were given which 
would weaken or undermine the regulations which had been imposed 
for securing, as far as possible, the safety of those who were engaged 
in dangerous pursuits 


Lords Duneptn. ATKINSON, SHAW or DUNFERMLINE, and SUMNER con 
curred in the appeal being dismissed, with costs.—Counser, for the 
appellant, Harold Morris and Slesser; for the respondents, /nekip, 
K.C., and Shakespeare. Sorscrrors, (nurch, Adams, Prior, d Balmer, 
for A. B. Withy. Bath; Calder, Woods, & Pethick, for F. B. Metcatfe, 
Bristol 


Reported by Ersxine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.} 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
DUNN AND ANOTHER v. CHAPMAN AND ANOTHER. 

P. O 18th, 19th and 20th May 

VYenpor AND PuRCHASER—REGISTRATION OF Lis PENDENS 
Jupoments Act, 1839 (2 & 3 Vicr., c. 11), s. 7. 
In order sufficiently to comply with the requirements of section 7 of 
the Judgmenta Act, 1839, tt w not essential that the full Christian 
names of the person whose eatate is sought to be affected by the requis 
tration of a lis pendens thereunder should be given. It ws sufficient 
if the surname and correct initiala are given; and it is not necessary, 
if the person whose eatate ia sought to be affected, has no title, trade or 


profession, to insert the word “ none,” aa the words of the Act muat 
necessarily be qualified by the words “if any."? 


Lawrence, J 


BLANKS 


This was an action for specific performance, and the only question of 
interest for a report was whether or not a lis pendens, which had 
been 1egistered under section 7 of the Judgments Act, 1839, was in 
valid. The facts were as follows :—On 16th July, 1919, the first defen 
dant, Chapman, had contracted with the plaintiffs for the sale to them 
of his leasehold premises, together with a garage, for £500. The pur 
chase was to be completed on 26th August, 1919. On 17th July the 
plaintiffs resold the premises and garage for £1,100. The first defen 
dant, Chapman, refused to complete his contract, and on 26th August 
the plaintiffs issued and served their writ, and on 3rd September the 
action was registered as a lis pendens. On 22nd September Chapman 
sold the said premises and garage to one Clogg for £500. This pur 
chase was completed on 7th October, when Clogg’s solicitors acted for 
Chapman as well as Clogg, and Chapman concealed deliberately from 
both of them his contract with the plaintiffs and the pendency of the 
action. Accordingly Clogg became a bond fide purchaser for value 
without notice. The solicitors made no search. The plaintiffs did not 
hear of the sale to Clogg until 21st October, and they immediately 
amended their writ, and made him a co-defendant By section 7 of 
the Judgments Act, 1839, it is provided that purchasers shall not be 
affected by any (is pendens unless a memorandum containing the name 
and the last-known place of abode, and the title, trade or profession of 
the person whose estate is intended to be affected thereby has been 
registered. In 1888 the register of lites pendentes was transferred to 
the Land Registry by virtue of the provisions of the Land Charges 
Registration and Searches Act, 1888. When the defendant Chapman 
made his contract with the plaintiffs he was carrying on business as a 
motor garage proprietor, and stated that he was retiring owing to ill 
health. When the plaintiffs’ solicitor registered the lis he did not know 
Chapman's Christian names, and under the heading “name”’ he 
entered ‘‘ Chapman, J. W., Mr.,”’ and made no entry under the head 
ing title, trade or profession. It was contended that this registration 
was invalid 


P. O. Lawrence, J., after stating the facts, said : There has been a 
sufficient compliance in this case with the requirements of section 7 
The section does not state that the Christian names and surname of 
the person whose estate is sought to be affected shall be given in full, 
although it would always be advisable to do so if those names were 
known to the applicant for registration ; but it is not essential. In my 
judgment, the surname, with the correct initials of the Christian names, 
is substantially the name of the person within the meaning of the sec 
tion. Then it is said that the memorandum does not contain the title, 
trade, or profession of the defendant Chapman. In my judgment, the 
obligation in the section to state the title, trade or profession must 
necessarily be qualified by the words “ if any.” otherwise it would be 





impossible to register a lis pendens against a person who had no title, 
trade or profession, and there is no obligation imposed by the Act to 
state that the person whose estate is to be affected nas no title, trade 
or profession. On the evidence i.e defendant Chapman has ceased to 
carry on business, and is of no occupation. In the result the registra- 
tion of the lis pendens is good, and there will be judgment for specifi 
performance against both defendants.—CounsmL, Jenkins, K.C., and 
R. H. Hodge; G. D. Johnston; Ward Coldridge, K.C., and G. W. 
Jones Soricitors, Bradshaw 4 Waterson; Bishop & Fenton-Jones 


[Reported by Leowamp Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


BARRY AND OTHERS v. VAN DEN HURK. Bailhache, J. 
17th May. 


Conrnact—SaLce or Goops—Breacnh sy Buver--Damaces—Amount 
PayaBLe iN VFormiGN Currency—Rate or Excnance—Time or Con 
VERSION. 

In au action for breach of contract on eale of good« to recover a sum 
payable in a foreign currency, the amount of damages is such a sum in 
sterling as would have produced the sum payable in the foreign currency 
at the rate of exchange ruling at the time of the breach ; and this is so 
whether the action ia by the aeller or the buyer. 


Commercial avtion before Bailhache, J. The plaintiffs, carrying on 
business in New York, in October, 1917, sold to the defendant, carrying 
on business in “ondon, 5,000 cases of skimmed sweetened milk at $6.75 
per case, to be delivered from the factory at New York during Decem 
ber, 1917, payment to be made in dollars. The defendant did not take 
delivery, and on 6th March, 1918, he was in breach of his contract, 
whereupon the plaintiffs sold against him The difference between the 
amount realised and the contract price was $24,530, and the plaintiffs, 
on fth June, 1918, began an action against the defendant claiming 
£5,.50 which was the amount in English sterling, at the then rate of 
exchange, of the sum of $24,530 The action was delayed owing largely 
to the defendant, who obtained a commission to take evidence in 
America. On 5th May, 1920, the defendant admitted liability for 
£5,150, the amount claimed in English currency ; but the rate of ex 
change bad in the meantime altered to the further depreciation of Eng 
lish currency, and the plaintiffs claimed that they were entitled to 
recover £6,289, which, at that time, represented $24,530. The action 
was for the purpose of determining at what date the conversion of 
American into English currency should be made. 


Barcuacne, J., said it was conceded that when a indgment was given 
in the English courts for the 1ecovery of a sum of money payable ip 
foreign currency, in respect of breach of contract, the amount of the 
English judgment mast be expressed in English currency. The question 
was how much ought the plaintiffs to recover in respect of the defen 
dant’s breach of contract. There were two alternatives, either to give 
such a sum in English currency as would produce $24,530 at the rate of 
exchange ruling at the date of the breach of contract, or such a sum 
in English currency as would produce that amount in dollars at the 
rate of exchange ruling at the date of the judgment. This point had 
been before Roche, J., in two cases, in one of which he accepted 


one view, and in the other he accepted the other view. In Di 
Ferdinando \ Simon Smith & Co. (Limited) (1920. W. N. 
151), he fixed the damages at the time when the _ goods 
ought to have been delivered in Italy. In Kiresch a4 
Co. v. Allen, Harding & Co. (Limited) (1919, W. N. 301), he fixed 


the damages for breach of contract by the buyer at the rate of exchange 
ruling et the date of the judgment. In his (Bailhache, J.) view it was 
immaterial whether it was the seller or the buver who was in default 
In either case, the damages must be fixed as at the date of the default : 
and therefore the sum to be awarded was such a sum in English cur 
rency as would, at the rate of exchange ruling at the date of default. 
produce the sum in foreign currency The plaintiff, whether buyer 
or seller, might issue h:s writ immediately the breach of contract took 
place; the damages were then crystallized, and did not change after 
wards. The point had not been decided before the war, because the 
rate of exchange at that period varied so slightly. The courts did not 
take any account of the necessary delay which occurred before a case 
was brought to trial. If there were unreasonable delay, owing to the 
conduct of the defendant. the Courts might give damages in the form 
of interest. In his opinion, then, the plaintiffs should be awarded 
the sum of £5,150. As io the question of interest, there had been a 
delay of nearly two years in bringing the case to trial; but he had 
come to the conclusion, in the circumstances, that the delay in that 
case was not such as the Courts take into account, and therefore there 
would be judgment for the plaintiffs for £5,150, but without interest 
Counser. Neilson, K.C., and J. N. Buchanan, for the plaintiffs ; Her 
ings, K.C., Harold Morris and Kyffin, for the defendant. Sorictrors 
Coward & Hawksley, Sons, & Chance ; Coamo, Cran, & Co 
[Reported by G. H. Kworr. Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Mr. Rigby Swift, K.C., and Judge Acton were sworn in on Tuesday as 
Justices of the High Court before the Divisional Court (Mr. Justice 
Darling, Mr. Justice Avory, and Mr. Justice McCardie). There was a 
large attendance of the Bar. 
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New Orders, &c. 


Ministry of Health Order. 
GENERAL HOUSING MEMORANDUM No. . 


Standard specifications for cement concrete building which have been 
roved by the Ministry of Health have been issued. Houses con 

forming w.th these specifications will rank for a subsidy under section 
7 or seciion 19 of the Housing, Town Planning, &c., Act, 1919, or 
for a grant under section 1 of the Housing (Additional Powers) Act, 
1919, whether or not the form of construction is one which has been 
notified as approved in the official Journal Housing 

Any questions as to the use of clinker or the interpretation of this 
specification may be referred to the Regional Housing Commissioner 

Any proposed scheme which does not conform with this specificatioa 
or has not already been approved by the Ministry must be submitted to 
the Ministry for their approval which, if given, will be recorded in 
Housing. 


Ministry of Food Orders. 


THE EDIBLE FATS (STANDARD OF QUALITY) ORDER, 1919. 
Notice of Partial Revocation. 


In exercise of the powers conferred upon him by the Defence of the 
lations and of all other powers enabling him in that behalf, 
the Food Controller hereby revokes as on the 28th May, 1920, Clause 4 
of the Edible Fate (Standard of Quality) Order, 1919 [S. R. & 0., No 
658 of 1919], but without prejudice to any proceedings in respect of any 
contravention thereof. 
28th May. 
THE RATIONING ORDER, 1918. 
Directions Relating to Sugar. 


In exercise of the powers reserved to him by the above Order and of 
all other powers enabling him in that behalf, Food Controller hereby 
orders and directs that the following Directions shal! be observed by all 
persons concerned :— 

1. In these Direations : 

“Registered Oustomer’’ means with respect to any retailer of 
sugar a person registered with such retailer in accordance with the 
instructions on the Ration Card (the official form N. 86). 

“ Emergency Customer’’ means with respect to any retailer of 
sugar a person temporarily registered with that retailer in accordance 
with the instructions on the Traveller's Ration Book, Leave or 
Duty Ration Book, or an Emergency Ration Card. 

2. A retailer may supply sugar only 

(a) to his registered customers in respect of whom a duly com 
pleted Purchaser's Shopping Card (the official form R. 1) has been 
issued by him ; or 

(b) to his emergency customers (if he has more than sufficient sup 
plies for hie registered customers). 

3. A person may obtain sugar only from the retailer with whom he is 
tegistered for the purpose. 

4. Sugar may be obtained and supplied without the surrender of any 
coupon, but a registered customer must on the occasion of each purchase 
produce his Purchaser's Shopping Card except where the card is 
deposited with the retailer; and the retailer must on the occasion of 
each purchase mark or cancel the appropriate space or spaces in accord 
ance with the instructions on the card. 

5. The weekly ration for sugar shall be 8 ozs. and not mgye than that 
amount of sugar may be obtained or supplied, provided that the ration 
for any week may be obtained and supplied either during that week or 
during one of the three preceding or one of the three succeeding weeks. 

6. A Demobilisation Ration Book may be used as shown thereon 

7. Failure to comply with any of these Directions is a summary offence 
against the Defence of the Realm Regulations. 

8. The Directions relating to Sugar and Butter dated 4th February, 
1920 'S. R. & O., No. 151 of 1920], are hereby revoked, so far as they 
relate to sugar, but without prejudice to any proceedings in respect of 
any contravention thereof. 

June. 


ORDER AMENDING THE IMPORTED MEAT (LABELLING) 
ORDER (No. 2), 1919 


The Food Controller hereby orders that the Imported Meat (Label 
ling) Order (No. 2), 1919 {S.R. & O., No. 1733 of 1919] (hereinafter 
ealled the Principal Order4, shall be amended as follows : 

- 1. There shall be added at the end of Clause 1 of the Principal Order 
the following :— 

** Provided: also that where all the meat for the time being on 
sale in any premises is imported meat, it shall be a sufficient com- 
pliance with the requirements of this Clause if there is exhibited on 
the premises in a conspicuous position and so as to be easily read 
- by the customers a notice stating that imported meat only is on 
sale.”’ 

2. Copies of the Principal Order hereinafter to be printed under the 
authority of His Majesty's Stationery Office shall be printed with the 
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amendment provided for by this Order, and the Principal Order shall 
on and after the 8th June, 1920, be read and take effect as hereby 
amended 

ith June 


THE MILK (LOCAL AUTHORITIES) (ENGLAND AND WALES) 
ORDER, 1920 


In exercise of the powers conferred upon him by the Defence of the 
Realm Regulations and of all other powers enabling him in that behalf. 
the Food Controller hereby orders as follows : 

1. Each of the Local Authorities specified in the Schedule hereto is 
hereby authorized, subject to such conditions as may from time to time 
be prescribed by the Food Controller, to buy milk from any person and 
sell milk so bought at a price estimated to cover at least the cost of 
purchasing and distributing such milk and make arrangements as to 
the distribution of milk in their district ; provided that nothing in this 
Clause shall authorize the Local Authority to fix prices for milk in 
their district. 

2. Any expenses incurred by a Local Authority in the exercise of the 
powers conferred by this Order shall be borne by the Local Authority 

3. For the purpose of this Order the expression ‘‘ milk ’’ shall include 
skimmed, separated and buttermilk and any milk which has been sub- 
mitted to any one or more of the following processes, viz. : sterilization, 
pasteurization, homogenization or any other like processes, but shal! not 
include condensed milk 

4. This Order may be cited as The Milk (Local Aughorities) (England 
and Wales) Order, 1920 

llth June 

The Schedule 

The Council of the County Borough of Sheffield 

The Council of the County Borough of Rotherham 

The Council of the Urban District of Diss 

The Council of the Urban District of Maryport 

The Council of the Urban District of Penmaenmawr 





Societies. 
Gray’s Inn. 

Ihursday, 17th June, being the Grand Day of Trinity Term at Gray's 
Inn, the treasurer (Mr. Montagu Sharpe, K.C.), and the Masters of the 
Bench’ entertained at dinner the following guests:—The Duke of 
Bedford, the Ear! of Lucan, Viscount Cave, the Bishop of Kingston-on 
Thames, the Attorney-General (the Right Hon. Sir Gordon Hewart, 
K.C., M.P.), Lord Justice Younger, G.B.E., Mr. Justice Shearman, the 
President of the Royal Society (Sir J J. Thomson, O.M.), the 
President of the Royal College of Physicians (Sir Norman Moore), Sir 
Archibald Bodkin, Sir Richard Taylor, Colonel W. Parsons, D.S.O. 

The Benchers present, in addition to the treasurer, were Mr. John 
Rose, Mr. M. W. Mattinson, K.C., the Lord QOhancellor, Mr. Paul 
Cravath (Member of the Bar of New York), Sir Lewis Coward, K.C., 
Sir Plunket Barton, Bart., Mr. H. F. Manisty, K.C., Mr. Arthur Gill, 
Mr. Vesey Knox, K.C., Lord Justice Atkin, Sir William Byrne, Mr. 
George Rhodes, K.0., Mr. Justice Greer, Mr. C. Herbert-Smith, Judge 
Ivor Bowen, K.C., Mr. W. Clarke Hall, and the Under-Treasurer (Mr. 
D. W. Douthwaite) 


Professional Classes War Relief Council 
(Incorporated, ). 


ANNUAL MEETING 


The annual meeting of the Professional Classes War Relief Council was 
held on 9th June. Although some departments of this excellent work 
have been closed down, the Council are keeping on certain of their 
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activities until next year, at their new offices at 251, Brompton-road, 
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The report for 1919 shows that over £6,000 was spent on education, AT H E R a 9 O N Ss 


the average number of families per term receiving assistance being 150. LIMITED 
The training of young people for the professions was continued. | ' 

New applications to the number of 566 were dealt with in the General 635 & 64, Chancery Lane, LONDON, W.C. 
Assistance Department. ‘The total sum disbursed in all departments was 
nearly £15,000 

Sir Theodore G. Chambers, K.B.E., and Alexander Goddard, C.B.E., 
are the hon. secretaries, and Mias Geikie Cobb, B.A., is the secretary. 

. OF THE IMPORTANT CHANGES IN LEGAL 
The Law Society. ‘PRACTICES FOR YEAKS PAST. 


ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING and Consultations invited in strict confidence. 
Ihe annual general meeting of the members of this Society will be | Telephone : 2482 Holborn. Telograme : “ Alncrious, London.’ 


held at the Society's Hall (Chancery-lane entrance), on Friday, the 9th | 
July, 1920, at 2 p.m. A I H E fy ] ON S 


The following are the provisions of bye-law 15 as to the business te 
LIMITED 
63 & 64, Chancery Lane, LONDON, W.C. 


THE ONLY RECOGNISED LAW PARTNERSHIP, 
SUCCESSION, AND AMALGAMATION AGENTS 
WHO HAVE ARRANGED PERSONALLY MOST 


be transacted at an annual general meeting, namely | 

The business of an annual general meeting shall be the election of | 
President, Vice-President and members of Council, as directed by the | 
charter, and also the election of anditors; the reception of the accounts 
subm.tted bv the auditors for approval the rec eption of the annual | Below will be found the names of the candidates nominated to fill 
report of the Council, and the disposal of business introduced by the} the twelve vacancies in the Council, and in the offices of President, 
Council, and of any other matter which may consistently with the| Vice-President and auditors, with the names and addresses of their 
charter and bye-laws be introduced at such meeting.”’ |} nominators. 





THE SOCIETY NOMINATED AS MEMBEKS OF THE COUNCIL TO BE ELECTED AT THE ANNUAL GENERAL 
MEETING ON THE 9TH DAY OF JULY, 1920. 






LIST OF QUALIFIED MEMBERS 01 








Names of Nominators. Addresses. 





Address. 





Name of Candidate. 


William Arthur Sharpe bei ¥ 12 New Court, Carey Street, London, 
W.C. 2 
| . & 
Herbert Goldingham ... = ... | Wotton-under-Edge, Glos. 
(President of the Gloucestershire | 
*tALFRED JOHN MORTON BALL | Stroud, Gloucestershire and Wiltshire Incorporated Law | 
Society) 
| Charles Edward Barry ‘ ... | 50 Broad Street, Bristol 


| | William Henry Trotter Brown . | 77a Lord Street, Liverpool 
| | (Hon. Secretary of the Associated | 


Provincial Law Societies) 


50 Old Broad Street, London, | ‘John Wreford Budd 7 ae | 24 Austin Friars, London, E.C. 2 
E:O. 2 | Weeden Dawes ... ‘ os .. | 2 Birehin Lane, London, E.C. 3 


*LEWIN BAMPFIELD CARSLAKE 


| 








*Ropert WILLIAM D1IBDIN | 23 Red Lion Square, London, , ¢ The Hon. Robert Henry Lyttelton. 12 Lincoln’s Inn Fields, London, W.C/2 
. W.C. I \ Robert Chancellor Nesbitt... 7 Devonshire Square, London, E.C. 2 





*HERBERT GIBSON wo 9 Great St. Helens, London, | { John James Dumviile Botterell ... | 24 St. Mary Axe, London, E.C. 3 
| E£.C3 | Weeden Dawes i o . | 2 Birehin Lane, London, E.C. 3 
Francis Edward Foster Barham 12 New Court, Carey Street, London, 
a « 
HENRY PATERSON GISBORNE | Temple Chambers, Temple Claude Seabroke — Rugby 
Avenue, London, E.C. 4 Richard King ... ' | 181 Temple Chambers, London, E.C. 4 
| Roderick Williams ... | 14 Castle Street, Liverpool 
. Philip Bond dea Castle Lane, Warwick 
“CHARLES GODDARD .., . | 3 South Square, Gray’s Inn, | { Charles Leopold Samson - 6 Austin Friars, London, E.C. 2 
| London, W.C. 1} | \ Charles Henry Maston - . | 5 Cook Street, Liverpool 
William Arthur Sharpe aia ... | 12 New Court, Carey St.eet, London, 
| 7 | W Cc. 2 
LEONARD WiLLiIAM NORTH 10 King’s Bench Walk, Tem Charles Heory Morton é ... | 5 Cook Street, Liverpool. 
HICKLEY. ple, London, E.C. 4 William Henry Trotter Brown .. | 77a Lord Street, Liverpool. 
| (Hon. Secretary of the Associated 
Provincial Law’Societies) 
| 
*Sin WILLIAM HARGREAVES | New Bank Buildings, 31 Old | Thomas William Bischoff .'4 oe Winchester Street, London, 
JE} sART. Jew / ,EC.2 — a oe See 7. 
Lanse, Ba Jewry, London, EC | John Wreford Budd... 24 Austin Friars, London, E.C. 2 
Sir Walter Trower eee a . | 5 N-w Square. Lincoln's Inn, Lendon, 
” . W.C, 2 
wD . . deve * -_ B ’ ‘ : . . " . : 
Ropert CHANCELLOR é . co hire Square, London, | } Samuel Garrett ... 5 : ... | St. Michael’s Rectory, Cornhill, 
NESBITT > London, E.C, 3 


Richard Alfred Pinsent 6 Bennett's Hill, Birmingham. 





12 New Court, Carey Street, London, 
W.C. 2 





William Arthur Sharpe 


Charles Scriven ... : _ .. | 5 Greek Street, Leeds 
(Hon, Secretary of the Incorporated | 
*fARTHUR COPSON PEAKE ...) 24 Basinghall Street, Leeds. | ( Leeds Law Society) | 
Charles Henry Morton axe | 5 Cook Street, Liverpool 


{ William Henry Trotter Brown i | 77a, Lord Street, Liverpool 
(Hon. Secretary of the Associated | 
Provin-ial Law Societies) 
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Name of Candidate. Address, | Names of Nominators. Addresses. 
#Gx0 RGE WILLIAM Rowe _...| 28 Lincoln’s Inn Fields, London, f Arthur Francis Forster a 28 Lincoln’s Inn Fields, London, W.C.2 
w.c. 2 James Rowland Hamilton Molony 28 Lincoln’s Inn Fields, London, W.C.2 
*WILLIAM ARTHUR SHARPE...| 12 New Court, Carey Street, | f John James Dumville Botterell ... | 24 St. ae Axe, London, E.C. 3 
London, W 6. 2 Samuel Garrett .. ee on ... | St. Michael’s Rectory, Cornhill, London, 


E.C. 3 











William Arthur Sharpe | 12 New Court, Carey Street, London, 
W.C, 2 
| | Charles Henry Morton _ .. | 5 Cook Street, Liverpool 
Hues pe Heriz WHATTON 101 Leadenhall Street, } Cecil Allen Coward ... | 30 Miacing Lane, London, E.C, 3. 


24 St. Mary Axe, London, E.C, 3. 
77a Lord Street, Liverpool. 


John James Damville Botterell 


London, E.C. 3 ... | 
| | William Henry Trotter Brown 


(Hon. Secretary of the Associated 
Provincial Law Societies) 


| William Arthur Sharpe oe .. | 12 New Court, Carey Street, London, 
| W.C. 2. 
|} William Burnett Esam Shettield. 
*#BENJ AMIN ARTHUR WIGHT- |George Street, Sheffield oo | George Denton Sheffield. 


77a Lord Street, Liverpool 


William Henry Trotter Brown 
(Hon. Secretary of the Associated 
Provincial Law Societies 


MAN, M.A., L.L.M. ea 








LIST OF QUALIFIED MEMBERS PROPOSED AS PRESIDENT AND VICE-PRESIDENT. 


As President— William Arthur Sharpe... ace onal, A rie" court, OCarey-street, London, 
. ; _ ry Pewee Ww. 
CHARLES HENRY MoRTON...| 5, Cook-street, Liverpool va Charles Elton Longmore, K.C. B. cates 


St. Michael's Rectory, Cornhill, 


/ tce-President— . 
As Vice-President Samuel Garrett 


JoHN JAMES DUMVILLE | 24, St. Mary-axe, London, | London, E.C, 3. 
BOTTERELL | E.C. 3. ‘* Walter Trower we ar .-.| 5, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, London, 
it | W.c ¢ 


LIST OF QUALIFIED PERSONS PROPOSED AS AUDITORS OF THE SOCIETY. 

Rayner Maurice Neate ie ... | 16, Southampton - orem Bloomsbury- 
square, London, W.C. 1. 
Lincoln’s Inn-fields, baie W.C, 


Joun STEPHENS CHAPPELUW, | 10, Lincoln’s Inn - fields, | | 


| 
F.C.A. | London, W.C. 2. | | Michael Forbes Tweedie ... | 5, 
9” 
|. % , 
. ‘ — | 6 and 8, Ludgate-bill, London Archie Douglas Henderson .. | 8, Beeford-row, London, W.C. 
MALCOLM JOHN HENDERSON E.C, 4. "| {w illiam Thomas Massey _... .. | 8, Bedford-row, London, W.C ‘a 
George Malcom Shaw-Mackenzie 10, New-square, Liucoln’s Inn, London, 
GERALD Cook RODGERS | 10, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, | | “7 
MARSHALL |° London, W.C. 2. | pou William Taylor ‘ai i a square, Lincoln's Inn, London, 
W.C, 2. 


' The Candidates marked thus * are retiring Members of the Council, who, b-ing eligible, have been nominated for re-election. 
The Candidates marked thus + are proposed in accordance with the scheme of nomination of the Associated Provincial Law 
Societies pursuant to the resolution of the Society relating to country vacancies, adupted on Sth July, 1907. 


° “ Robert Rayment, a young master fishmonger, of Kilburn, and the next 
Justice Brandeis, of the U.S. } day he t id her that ie wae tired ot her, and asked her to agree to a 
|separation. A deed of separation was drafted by her husband’s 


Supreme Court. manager He told her that he was bringing in a solicitor friend of his 








. : ; . . . . to draw up @ proper agreement Afterw: urds the defendant introduced 
_, Justice Louis, D. Brandeis, of the Supreme Court of the United | }imself as ‘‘ Mr. Barnett, the solicitor.” He told her that no matter 
Btates, —* the 7'smes, has arrived in London to attend the International ja: she did with the agreement, after she had signed it, it would be 
Zionist Conference, which opens on 4th July, and is already in con- jinding, because he was registering it at Somerset. House 
sultation with the leaders of the Zionist Association with reference to In reply to Mr. Fox-Davies, for the defence, the witness said that 


the problems to be discussed. It is probable that the Conference will \fr Barnett looked like a solicitor. She asked him to stay to tea, and 
last several weeks, and it is Mr. Brandeis’s intention to remain in! foe said he would much rather have a dt yp of “Scotch,” but when she 


England until the deliberations are ended. told him she had not any, he accepted the tea He seemed very thirsty. 
Justice Brandeis, as one of the most distinguished jurists of the The defendant, in evidence, sail that he was a solicitor until 1913, 
United States, and as a leader in the Zionist movement there, will play | when he was crossed off the rolls. He denied that he stated that he was 
4 prominent part in the Conference. So great was the reputation he | , solicitor. He admitted drawing up the agreement, and did such work 
acquired as a lawyer—he was admitted to the Bar in 1879—that little as a man not a solicitor could legally do If the question arose, he 
surprise was expressed when President Wilson appointed him to the | always stated that he was not a solicitor, but he did not think that he 
Supreme Bench on 28th January, 1916. His name has been associated | was compelled to walk about carrying sandwich boards announcing 
with sonie of the most important American cases of the past twenty | that he was a solicitor crossed off the rolls.” 
years, but he has found time to write on subjects such as life insurance, The lof a Ae nt wan ¢ de 8 ed to pay a fine : of £10. and £3 13s. 6d. costa, 


savings bank insurance, scientific management, labour problems, the — —_—_—___—- 
trusts, Zionism and other Jewish topics, as well as to contribute to legal 


Teviews. His books, ‘‘Other People’s Money ”’ d ‘‘ Business ; = 
PR Bog 4 Tw a ee Powers of “yr ete Unions. 


Profession, , and are still, widely read. 








The 7'tmes correspondent at New York, in a message dated 20th June, 
. * says: 
Pretending to be a Solicitor. ‘No labour union has a right to make itself a monopoly, and by so 
: attempting it makes itself subject to damages where injury is proved 
At Willesden Court last Saturday, says the 7imes, H. A. C. Barnett, | by the manufacturer involved 
of Rayleigh-road, Hammersmith, was summoned at the instance of the “This is the substance of a decision handed down yesterday by Justice 
Incorporated Law Society for falsely representing himself to be a| Rodenbeck, of the Supreme Court of New York State, by which the 
®olicitor. Mr. Humphreys, solicitor for the society, —s that the | Amalgamated Clothing Workers are permarently restrained from inter- 
case arose out of what had become known as the “‘ Bride of a Day “ case. | fering with the Michaels-Stern Company, a Rochester clothing firm. 
Mrs. Alice Maud Rayment said that she was married on 4th Apri! to | | The action grew out of an attempt by the Amalgamated Clothing 
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Workers to organize the firm's employees and to negotiate an agreement 
on their behalf, despite the fact that the United Garment Workers of 
America was the trade union recognized by the company Later the 
Amalgamated Clothing Workers called a strike of its members employed 
by the company and picketed the factory 

Phe suit has attracted 
extent to which a labour 


wide attention as a test case to determine the 


union 18 justified im € xerting economic pressure 


against an employer 





Publicity for Treaties. 


] 


The Secretarv-General 


letter to the members of the League informing them that an office for 
the registration and publication of treaties has been set up in accord 
vith the terms of the memorandum 
League of Nations at 


ance « pproved by the Council of the 


its meeting in Rome on 19th May 


This memorandum recognized that publicity would promote public 
control, awaken public interest, and remove causes for distrust and 
conflict In accordance with Article 18 of the Covenant of the League, 


an dnternational treaty will have legal existence after it has been pre 
sented for registration by the Secretariat of The treaties 
vill not only be They will appear in a 
special section of the Oficial Journal of the League of Nations 

The Council of the authorized the Secretary-Ceneral 
to register and publish treaties concluded bet 
of the League, should they 
hopes to realize, within the 
, 


the Le ine, 
registered. but also published 


League has also 
veen countries not members 
The League of Nations thus 


of possibility, the system of open 


request it 
limite 


uternational engagements 


Obituary. 


Lord Cozens-Hardy. 


Lord Cozens-Harpy, late Master of the Rolls, died at Letheringsett 
Hall, Norfolk, on the 18th inst., in his eighty-second year 

Born on 22nd November, 1838, Herbert Hardy Cozens-Hardy came of 
a Nonconformist family, his father beimg a solicitor in large practice at 
Norwich. He was educated at Amersham School, and he graduated in 
1858 at the University af London. He took a LL.B. degree in 1863, 
having been called to the Bar in the meantime by Lincoln's Inn in 
January, 1862. From the first he was successful, and he soon acquired a 


substantial practice as a conveyancer and equity drafteaman. He took 





W. WHITELEY, LTD. 


AUCTIONEERS, 
EXPERT VALUERS AND ESTATE AGENTS 


QUEEN’S ROAD, LONDON, W., 2. 





VALUATIONS ror PROBATE, 


ESTATE DUTY, SALE, FIRE INSURANCE, ETC. 





AUCTION SALES EVERY THURSDAY, 


VIEW ON WEDNESDAY, 
IN 


LONDON’S LARGEST SALEROOM. 


Puonm No,: PARK ONE (40 Linms), YxLucnaus; “WHITELEY LONDON.’ 








f the League of Nations has just addressed a 


LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY 


LIMITED, 
No. 15, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1853. 
Capital Stock ... 

Debenture Stock oi ‘ £331,130 
REVERSIONS PURCHASED. ADVANCES MADE THEREUN, 
Forms of Proposal and full intormation can be o' tained at the Society's Ufire. 

G. H, MAYNE, Secretory 


£400,000 





silk in 1882 and attached himself to the Court of Mr. Justice Fry, where 
before long he was engaged in the great suit of “ Boswell v. Coaks,” 
vhich early in 1883 occupied the Court for six days, about as many more 


| Leing subsequently taken in the Court of Appeal, and later in the House 





of Lords 

In December, 1885, hia native county returned hia as a Liberal to 
Parliament by a large majority. He retaimed the seat in the elections of 
1886, 1892 and 1895—his majority on the last occasion, however, being 
reduced by more than half. On the death, in February, 1899, of Lord 
Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice Romer was promoted to the Court of Appeal, 
and Cozens-Hardy was made a Judge of the High Court. On the resig- 
nation of Lord Justice Rigby Cozens-Hardy was appointed to succeed 
him in the Court of Appeal, and in March, 1907, on the death of Lord 
Davey, and the promotion of Lord Collins to the House of Lords, Lord 
Justice Cozens-Hardy was made Master of the Rolls. Raised to the 
peerage in 1914 with the title of Baron Cozens-Hardy of Letheringsett, 
in the County of Norfolk, he continued to hold the position of Master 
of the Rolls antil 1918, when lhe resigned, his place being taken by the 
late Lord Swinfen. 

In 1866 he marvied Maria, daughter of Thomas Hepburn, of Clapham 
Common; who predeceased him. He is succeeded in the title by his 
eldest son, the Hon, William Hepburn Cozens-Hardy, K.C., who served 
during the war as a commander; R.N.V.R., on the Admiralty War 
Staff. One of the late Judge’s daughters is the widow of the Rev. C. 
Sylvester Horne, the Congregationalist minister. 





Legal News, 


Appointments. 


Mr. Riesy Swirt, K.C., has been appointed to be one of the addi- 
tional judges of the King’s Bench Division. He was educated at Liver- 
pool, and took the degree of LL.D. at the University of London. He 
was called to the Bar at Lincoin’s Inn in 1895, and joined the Northern 
Circuit, and is Recorder of Wigan. He represented St. Helens in Par- 
liament as a Unionist from 1910 to 1918. 


Judge Epwarp Acton has been appointed to be the other of the two 
additional judges of the King’s Bench Division. He was educated at 
Uppingham and at Wadham College, Oxford, where he was a classical 
scholu*, and where he afterwards won a first in Classical Moderations 
He was called to the Bar at the Inner Temple in 1891, and joined, the 
Northern Circuit, and practised at Manchester unt:l his appointment as 
a county court judge in 1917 

Sir Patrick Ross-Innes, K.C., has been appointed to be the judge of 
County Courts on Circuit 18 (Nottingham, Doncaster, &c.) in the pla‘e 
of His Honour Jadge Acton, now one of the justices of His Majesty s 
High Court of Justice 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolution. 

Martin James Greener, Georce Epwarp Hersert Coox, ALrrep 
Hersert Hoitanp, and Hvusert Asncomae Wueatcrort, Solicitors 
(Corbin, Greener & Cook), 52, Bedford-row, W.C. 1, Det. 31, 1919. The 
sid George Edward Herbert Cook, Alfred Herbert Holland, and Herbert 
Ashcombe Wheatcroft will contiamue to carry on the said business in 
partnership under the same style or name. 


June 22 


Gazette, 





Information Required. 


MISSING DEED.—Settlements, dated 19th December, 1876, made 
on the marriage of Julia Elizabeth Evans, daughter of Nicholas Evans, 
late of Newtown, Doneraile, County Cork, with Captain Roberts Ander- 
son. Any person possessing information concerning this document wil! 
— communicate with Malley & Charles, Solicitors, 32, Nassau-street, 

hublin. 





General. 


A Committee of the Cabinet has been formed for the 
ing with the various questions affecting the League o 


rpose of deal- 
Nations. The 


Committee consists of Mr, Balfour (chairman), Lord Curzon, Mr. Austen 


Chamberlain, and Mr. H. A, L. Fisher. 
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~ [ord Blsckburn has been appointed as Lord Ordinary in Exchequer | 
in Seotland, in room of Lord Ormidale, transferred to the Inner Court Papers. 
Howse of the Court af Session. 






























At the Old-street Children’s Court on Tuesday, Mr. Clarke Halll said Supreme Court of Judicature. 
that he had been asked to express an opinion on the question of the ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE OF 
jnfuence of the cinema upon juvemle offenders He had now thad a Date EMERGENCY APPRAL CouRT Mr. Justice Mr. Justi e 
many thousands of children before him, and he thought it only right i é . oo . ue ~ me oy 
q o> : “wees , ’ x . wibted!] a dane onday, me 2s r. Church Mr. Lea Mr. Goldschm r. Horrer 
fosay that although there might have been, and und byt diy were, case faaten ...... 9 el Chiareb ene Goldschmidt 
where boys’ minds had been wrought up to a pitch of excitement by the | Wednesday — 30 Jolly Sete “heron pees 
geans indicated and probably they had committed offences in conse Thursday July 1 Synge Joliy Farmer Church 
ce, in his judgment those cases had been comparatively few. He | Friday : Bloxam eynge Jolly Farmer 
sfied that tl inema had a’ valuabl lucative influence o Saberday Borrer Bloxam Synge Jolly 
atistie F le cinema a valuable educative 4 > on 
_ ~~ ft) . 1 ; . " c a D Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice P.O, Mr. Justice 
dildren In view of . he remem ous interest taken ee le Cinema ny ate. ASTBURY. PETERSON. LAWRENCE. RUSSELL. 
dildren, he thi ught the best _ of performance should be given. a | Monday, Jane 28 Mr, Synge Mr. Farmer Mr. Bloxam (Mr. Jolly 
tet were done, he believed the influence of the cinema would be for | Tuesday ...... 2 Bloxam Jolly Borrer Synge 
good and not for evil Wednesday.... 30 Korrer Synge Goldschmi it Bloxzam 
: : 2 = Tharsday Jaly 1! Goldschmidt Kioxam Leach Borrer 
At the Central Criminal Court, on the 17th inst says the Time Friday .... 4 Leach Borrer ‘ Church Goldachm! .t 
before Mr. Justice Shearman, Sinclair William Johnston, 58. marble | 54 irday 3 Church Goldschmidt Farmer Leach 
pilisher, who was found guilty on Wednesday of wounding his wife with ——— 





wtent to do grievous bodily h rn he Phas Hang oe cm pag Winding-up N otices. 


by the jury, was brought up le 














te Army, found that his wife was going about drinking with a man : ° : ° 

gamed Newbury. One evening the defendant fired two revolver shots in Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 

the street as the man and woman were leaving a public-house. Mr JOINT STOCK OOMPANIBES 

Justice Shearman, in passing sentence, said that this case had given : _ imrseD Im — - 

: , we 1 d Gazette RIDAY, June 

him great anxiety. He had to deal with a man of very good character, ) 4 q . a Sas eink peaeiinea ik aie tacts amie, Ok. tie ntaatiaie 

who had served his country There was no doubt that he suffered under , 1 the 4 Hors of their debts or claims, to James 

qsense of intolerable and most undeserved wrong. On the other hand Her — k B t , tale 04. le 

& (Mr. Justice Shearman) could not give countenance to any suggestion |e eee eee ee ee inulana af their claime ta LB. Summerfield, 12h 

that a man was entitled to take the law into his own hande He ser Kennicton P ' 

fences! the defs ndant to twelve months’ Imprisonment in the second STANHIE t SPINNISG CO Ltt In VOLUNTAR LIQUIDATION) Creditors are 

vision r ' efor ir 12, ¢ ml in their names and addresses, and the 
‘ part tl t r clein to J ph Smith, 27, Ainsworth-st., Blact 

















a — irn i 










ae " aones SaNnpat Mancractt xa Co | Ix Votontary Ligripation Creditor re 
eguire ' r before Ju i. to ser 1 their names and addressees and fall 
VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It is very essential that all | partiulors of t to Theodore David Neal, 110, Edmund st 





Policy Holders should have a detailed valuation of their effects. Pro Birming ham, . cade Ont "1 

patty is generally very inadequately insured, and in case of loss insurers | ("'* BYsxy. bib * relitare tice ‘noir cable ox aiahue, 40: taaneel 
miler accordingly. DEBENHAM, STORR, & SONS (LIMITED), James Woodereon Woodford, Cathedral House, Long Millgate, Manchester, liqa 
%, King-street, Covent-garden, W.C. 2, the well-known valuers and 









le 
: : asoca Moro Ouxies Co o.—Cred se sel d, on or before July 6 
@attel auctioneers (established over 100 years), have a staff of Expert . \# "som Moron Omximes Co. Lorne 6 reditor the nattiealare ot their debt 

‘ - - mm. t Be; in ¢t mes and add me part rs of debts or 
Valuers, and will be glad to advise those desiring valuations for any faims to Robert Owen Hughes, Liwyn Onn Abersoch. near Pwilheli, liquidator 
parpose. Jewels, plate, furs, furniture, works of art, bric-A-brac, a | \eniceireray Taactors (UNirep Kixepom), Lrp— venitors we _senaion a= or 
01% bathe ‘ f » ft on n their names and addre and the particulars of their 

P jality. [Apvr. to Ernest W Low Pinners Hall, Austin-friars, liquidator 















Infurance on Lives 
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In 1720 Life Insurance was in its infancy, 








but the Royal Exchange Assurance 
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has gathered unrivalled experience 





NR for the benefit of its policy-holders 






since its incorporation in that year 








Come all ye Gen/rous Hufbands, nrith your Wives, , 

Unfiure round Susie, on your PRA I, 9, . Assets exceed 4 10, 500, ooo. 
te your comfort,when you're Dead & Rotten 

Your Widens may be Rich mhen you're forge 



















Satirical Playing Card, 
J ublished in 17%, 






For information regarding all classes of Insurance, apply to 


THE ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE, Royal Exchange, LONDON, EC. 3. 
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‘reditors are required, on or before June 21, to send in 
with particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur 
st., liquidator 
(Iw Votcwrany Liqurpatios).—Creditors are required, 
send in their names and addresses, and full particulars 
to Theodore David Neal, 110, Edmund-st., Birmingham, 


Barxton Pattapicm, Ltp 
their names and addresses 
Lewis Dunning, 18, Fleet 

Cockusit & Hanwoop, lap 
on or before July 31, t 
of their debts or cl 
liquidator 

CENTRAL MANUPACTURI 
Creditors are required, 
und full particulars of 
Edmund-st., Birmingham, liquidator 

Crows Locxstitcn Mawnvractvnine Co Lip 
Creditors are r red, on or before July 31, t 
and full particulars of their debts or claims 
Edmund-st., Birmingham, liquidator 


Aims 
Lap. (In Votuntanr Ligvurpation).— 


to send in their names and addresses, 
to Theodore David Neal, 110, 


sa Co, (BrmMInemam), 
on or before July 31 
their debts or claims, 


(Ix Votewranr Liqvurpatios).— 
send in their names and addresses, 
to Theodore David Neal, 110, 





Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Dar or Claim 
“Tcrspar, 15 
July 


London Gazette, June 


James, St. Anne’s-on-the-Sea, Director 10. Lon 


sown 


JOuN 


, Grey Cloth Manufacturer. July 13 


42, Bed fore 
». J 


& Uo 
June 


Niokinson 
lronmoulder 


Bushey 


Ashton 


Jaly 12 
Lyne, 


Bissnorr, Henry 
BowsEn, JOHN 
under -Ly ne 
©OxSTLA, DULCIBELLA 
Cannon-st 
(Haapwick, THOMAS 
Manchester 
ARTHUR 


Ashton 


unde yey 


Many Southborough July 30 Layt Budge-row, 


Tarton, Waltham Cross. July 2%. Addleshaw, Sone & Latham, 


Williams, Brighton 
Exeter 


Tucker & R 


Stanter, Brighton. Aug. 7. H. Montague 
Marr, Whimple, Devon. July 10. W. H 
Rosrerar Henry Cheshire. July 3 
Manaheeter 
(nocketT, Eviza Frances, Bourne 
Lincoln's Inn 
De_ovsac, GeERMatne, Fr 
Dote, Witttsm, Han 
47, Uhancery-lans 
EDMUNDS, DANIei > 
HLLISON, GRORG 
au Ux «he 
Farovux, Loris OCiovis Eaneast, Aiane 
FREEMAN Henny ARTHUR Watford, 
[iford 
GADSDEN, ADELAIDE 
torin-et Wwe 
Goprrer, Evelyn 
GororeD, MARGARET 
Gorosep, ELIzasera 
Manchester 
dinroory, JOuN Waverton, ( 
Turner, Ohester 
(jnery, AGNES Manchester 
Hand, Ex.izapetn, Ealing. July 
HARRISON Pracy WorpsworTHn 
», Copthall<t. 


4 OOK 
COLLIER 
“oo 


Stone 
Tucker hardsor 


mouth. July 3! 
Finshbury-s 


32 1 
31. Gibson & Weldon 


July 


Oarter é 


July 10 
h Kn 


remit Mechanical 
Sherwin, Portamouth 
Winterbotham,- Gurne) 


sea, Pork Butcher Ww 


rOR ( rehdown, Glos 
arr 


Few & Co 
July 8 


19, Surrey-st 


e, France 
Frank White, 


Builder's 


July 12 


Surveyor. 


Manraa, Ditton Hill, Surrey. July 31. Baxter & Co., 12, Vie 


tminster 

Brixton. July 14 
Manchester. July 
Frances, Manchester 


Arthur Hunt & Money, 24+, Haymarket 

16. ©. H. Simpeon & Simpson, Manchester 
July 16. ©. H. Simpson & Simpson, 
Farmer June 30 Holland, Holland & 


heshire 
15. Bedell 
Hf] 


st 


July 
w). Peake, 
Oharles-st., 


& Driver, Manchester 
1, Collins & Co., 6 
July 12. R 


Bedlford-row 


James H. Doug)ase, 


ORDER 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


Turspar, June 8 
ADJUDICATIONS 
bstituted for that published 


London Gazette lacrstow, Groner James 
Carting Contractor 
Rev. or Reso. 


tesc. June 3, 


Notice 
London Gasette 
Josrrm WILLIAM 
Stockton 


Amended 
1920 


Gazette 


of April 20 
Stockton-on-Tes 


T'YReMAN 
Pet. April 16 


worker 
April 
Amended 


- London 
n- Tees 
16 
Notice eubstituted for that published in 
London Gazette of May 14 
Jouxstow, Henuy Heasert, Hove, Hosier 
Pet. April 14. Ord. May ll 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 21 
Crem Capooan High 
Ord. May 18 
substituted for that published i 
Gazette of June 4 
Sommercial-rd., Ladies’ 
June 1. Ord. June 1 


Watchmakers 
June 8 
Cos, Groner WILLIAM 
Builder. High Court. 
Cooke, Denmor H., 
and Godalming 
DonTIs, Manos 
High OUvurt 


High Cou 


ELsonovenr Court Pet Pet 
March 


Amended 


Notice 
London 
Davip ( 
Pet 


the | Pet 
upon-Hull, 


ERennero, 
Ord, June & 


Tailor 
High Court 


bldgs., | 


ANNULLING, 
RESCINDING 


Great Yarmouth. Ord Annul., 
Mar. 9, 


KEORIVING 
Bo.town, Joan Witreep, and James Boiton 
Dewsbury 


Brookwood, 


Langham-st., 
Feb 
| Exam, Epwarp STiRtine, and JOHN Wattoy, Kingston- | 
Electricians. 


July 13. G, Archibald Whigham, Stapis 


Beficli & Driver, 
July & Kenneth 
Savile-pL, 


July 10. Dimond & Son, 47, Welbeck-st. 

Kext, WitLtaM, Portsea, Butcher. July 1. Walter H. Bolitho, Portsea 

|_AMBERT, JAMES, Mendliesham, Suffolk. July 2. Hayward & Son, Stowmarket 

LAmMPEeN, Hannan, Tempsford, Beds. July 16. Herbert Dudley Lampen, Waltham. 
etow 

© Bas, Uraaw Atvesp, Kensington. 
Inn-fields 

Lemmon, Groner 
Brighton 

LorTaovss, Fraeperick Bovis, Bradford 
Walker & Uookcroft, Bradtord 

Maperiy, Atexanper Camint, Pendleton, 
Wright & Davies, Manchester 

Mason, Margaret, Wallasey, Cheshire 

NELLY Marocerits, Marylebone 
Cannon-st. 

Mins, ALice, Warrington, Ironmonger. July 12. 

McLAVUGHLIN, Wittsam Putrever, Bournemouth. 
Humm, 13, Old Jewry«ohmbrs. 

Viirwe, Jos, Oldham. June 30 » 

Moremmap, HKossert Evans, Manchester-st.. Assistant 
July 15. Lawrence Jones & Co., 4, St. Mary-axe 

Morton, Cuantes Henry Epwarp, Brixton. July 10. Maddisor 
13, Uid Jewry-chmbrs 

Nirter, Emity Oarowint, Waterlooville, 
Portsmouth. 

OrrnsHaw, Jomun~ Hamittos, Bakewell, Derby 

eTAVEL, JOHN ARNOLD, Hastings. July 12 
Queen Victoriaet 

PICKARD, Mary ANN, St. Albens 

Prie@, Frances Etzaseta, Sudbury 
Sudbary 

Mansome, Witttam, West Worthing. 
place 

Kivssent, Right Hon 
Billson & Co 

SANDERS, FRED, Ancoats, 

Sone, Manchester 

Eviza Gaeev, Eaetbourn 

Cheapside 

rHomas, WitttamM, Worthing, 
Sons, Worthing 

TINsteY, Jown, Scarisbrick, 

fomrxixs, WILLIAM JaxiNns, Islington 
Inn-s 

[URNFER, FRANK 
mingham. 

Vicker, James Gopwiy, 
Son, Gloucester. 

Watt, Marie, Clapham. July 20 

WEATHERHEAD, CHARLES Rosert, Streatham 
Lincoln's Inn-fields 

Paomas, Haworth 

AseanaM, Chester 

AnTHvur ERwNest 
chester, 


HockINe, Micmapp Heanp, Herne Hill. 
House, 51-32, Chancery-lane 

Hopsow, ADA Makinson, West 

| Manchester 

Het, Epearp Awnorte Joseru, Rebecq-Rognon. Belgium. 

Brown, Baker, Baker, Lennox House, Norfolk-st., Strand. 

Jacksons, James AgTuve Moors, Piceadilly. July 16. Capron & ¢ 
Conduit-st. 

jomns, Manis Bararp, Isleworth 


rimperiey, Chester. July Ll 


I ll, Lincola’g 
Clarke, 
Farrar, Stead, 


W ileoa, 


July 15. Heary Mossop & Symes 


Francis, Billingshurst, Sussex July 10 Howlett & 


Bank Clerk. 


July 16 


Barrister-at-Law July 31 





Liverpool 

4, College-hill, 
Manchester. 
Stirling & 


H. Hindiey, 
Bridgman & C< 


July 20. 
July 15 


G 
1sON 


Edward Horsfall 
July 10. Maddison, 


Garside, Oldham. 


District Commissioneg, 
Stirling & Humm, 
Biscoe-Smith & Blagg, 


July 29. Farrar & Co., Manchester, 
G. ¥. Hudson, Matthews & Co., 


Hants. July 17 


& Barnett, Leicester. 
es, Welle & Braithwaite, 


July 3 Harding 
July 1 


July %. Munns & Longden, 48, Frederick's 


Epwarp Ricwarp, Baron Oliver Jones, 
Liverpooa! 


Manchester 


Liverpool. July 20 


Beer Retailer July &%4. Wa Almond & 


July 3 


and 3, 
Verrall & 


SELBY, Bullen, Debenham & Cx 52 





superannuated Excise Officer. July @ 


Ormskirk. 
ll, Gray's 


Lanes. July 
July 


17 Jones & ( 


Mote & 


Brichouse 


31. John H 


son 


Jous, Birmingham, Butcher July 2% Cottrell & Son, Bix 


Gloucester, Provision Merchant July 27 Tavynton & 


Chancery -lane 


Marrie & Shepherd, 27, 
Oldham & Oo., 51, 


July 12. Vizard 





W RITAKER 
W OLFEN DES 


Wren 


Yorks. 
July 
Wilmslow 


Norman N. Lee, Bradford. 
Sharpe & Davison, Chester 


16. Hockin, Beckton & 


June 30 
i) 
July 


Hockin, Maa- 


OR Chelmsford. Pet. 


REVOKING 
ORDER 


(the 


Frrees, AUSTIN, Southend-on-Sea 
March 26. Ord. June 7 

Girronp, Cmantzs Rosert, Bushey, Herts. Barnet and 
St. Albans. Pe*. May 18. Ord. June 9. 

or | Jacques, Fucus, Mancnester, General Merchant. 

ohester. Pet. May 21. Ord. June 9. 

Jones, Jcu~ Wittram, Bakewell, Derbyshire, Eagi- 
neer. Salford. Pet. May 4 Ord. June 9. 

Love, James, Islington. High Court. Pet. May 12. 
Ord. June 9. 

Lyvneor, E. G., Brixton. 
Ord. June 8. 

Nicnotrs, Wrtmm, Hebburn, 
Dealer. Newcastie-upon-Tyne. 
June 8. 

Suiw, Witttsm Henry, Blackburn, Turner. 
burn. Pet. June 5. Ord. June 5 

} West, Frepertck, Brighton, Gentlemen's Outfitter. 

Brighton and Lewes. Pet. May 27. Ord. June 6. 


younger), Lowestoft, 


1914 Annul. Revo Man- 


Freipar, J LL. 


ORDERS 


Dewsbury, 


Pet. June 8 Ord. 


i LA 
Stockwell, Portable Hut Gngées. Feb. Apel & 
Pet. June 8 Ord. June 8. 
Surrey. Guikiford 
April 23. Ord. June 8 
Commission Agent 


Ord. April 3 


Hardware 
On. 


General 
Pet. June 8. 





25 Biack- 


Kingston-wpon-Hull. 








THE LICENSES AND GENERAL INSURANCE Co., L1p. 


CONDUCTING THE INSURANCE POOL or selected risks. 
FIRE, BURGLARY, LOSS OF PROFIT, EMPLOYERS’, FIDELITY, GLASS, 





MOTOR, 


PUBLIC LIABILITY, etc., 


etc. 





Non-Mutual except in respect of PROFITS which are distributed annually to the Policy Holders 





THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE FAMILY POLICY at 4/6 per cent. is the mest complete Policy ever offered to householders, 
THE POOL COMPREHENSIVE SHOPKEEPERS’ POLICY Covers all Risks under One Document for One Inclusive Premium, 





LICENSE SPECIALISTS 


INSURANCE. 








Suitable Clauses for” Insertion in Leases 
Licensed Property settled by Counsel, will be sent on application. 


IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS 
and Mortgages of 


‘For- Further Information write: VICTORIA EMBANKMENT (next Temple Station), W.C.2. 








